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LONDON, MAY 9, 1868. 
eT 


Lorp CHIEF JusTICE BOvVILt has appointed his son, Mr. 
William Bovill, to the clerkship of Assize on the Western 
Circuit, vacant by the death of Mr. Thomas Edward Chitty. 
The Caief Justice was senior judge on that circuit in the 
spring, and it is in that capacity that the gift of the clerk- 
ship of Assize has fallen to him. Had the office not been 
vacant until the Commission for the summer circuit 
had beer. made out, the senior judge at the approaching 
Assizes would have had the appointment to dispose 
of. 














IN THIS WEEK'S NUMBER of the Weekly Reporter 
will be found a report of the case of Coles v. Bris- 
towe, which was decided on the 2nd of May by Malins, 
Y.C. The question raised in the case was almost iden- 
tical with that which was decided by the Court of Com- 
mon Pleas in Grissell v. Bristowe. In Coles v. Bristowe 
the plaintiff sold, on the 9th of May, 1866, 200 shares in 
Overend, Gurney, & Co. to the defendants for the fol- 
lowing settling day, the 15th. On the 10th of May 
Overend, Gurney, & Co. stopped payment, and upon the 
following day a petition for winding-up was presented. 
On the settling-day, the 15th, the defendants duly paid 
the purchase-money for the shares, and gave the names 
of seventeen transferees to whom they had sold the 
shares, 


The plaintiff executed transfers to these persons, but 
these transfers were never registed by the transferees. 
The plaintiff consequently remained upon the register as 
the owner of the 200 shares, and he was subsequently 
made a contributory, and had to pay a call of £10 per 
share. He thereupon filed his bill against the defen- 
dants, claiming an indemnity from them. The facts 
were similar to those in Grissell v. Bristowe, except that 
in this latter case the contract for the sale of the shares 
was made after the commencement of the winding-up, 
while in Coles v. Bristowe the contract was before that 
date. The argument of the defendants was, that before 
that date, by the usage of the Stock Exchange, they had 
performed their contract when they paid the price of 
the shares and gave in the names of bond fide transferees 
forthe shares. 

Malins, V.0., held that the defendants were liable to in- 
demnify the plaintiff. He founded his decision both upon 
the authority of Grissell v.. Bristowe, and upon the rea- 
sons upon which that case was decided, saying—'‘ I think 
I should be bound to follow the case of Grissell v. Bris- 
towe, even if my own judgment did not accord with that 
decision. . . . With the opinion of the majority of 
the judges as delivered by the Lord Chief Justice I 
entirely agree, and I desire to be understood as adopting 
the reasons of that decision, and I follow it in this case, 
not only because it is the judgment of that Court, but 
because my own judgment entirely concurs with it.” His 
Honour then reviewed very elaborately the more impor- 
tant oases that have been decided on these questions during 
the last two years. He omits however, as has been the 
case in all the after decisions on these questions, to notice 


what would have been the effect of the contract for the 








sale of the shares if the plaintiff was, as a fact, cogni- 
zant of the usages of the Stock Exchange. - This is a very 
important question, but is not alluded to in the judgment. 
Messrs. Bristowe have written a very fair and temperate 
letter to the Standard about this decision. They briefly 
recapitulate the facts, and complain “it was perfectly 
understood ’’ by all the parties to the eontract that they, 
the defendants, should not be under any liability after 
payment of the price of the shares, and the giving in 
of the names of the purchasers, and that it is, therefore, 
hard upon them thai they should be held that their con- 
tract is in addition one of indemnity to the plaintiff. 
It must be admitted that they have some ground for 
this complaint if such was the understanding, as it might 
well have been if the plaintiff really was well ‘ ac- 
quainted with the usages of the Stock Exchange. 
The omission of the Vice-Chancellor and of the judges 
to notice this question furnishes an additional reason 
for wishing for a well-considered judgment upon those 
difficult questions by the ultimate Court of Appeal. 





YESTERDAY, upon application made on behalf of the 
Bar, the several judges of the Court of Chancery con- 
sented not to sit till Monday, May 25th, but Vice- 
Chancellor Malins, owing to a pressure of interlocutory 
applications, will attend court to-day (Saturday). His 
Honour, who is vacation judge, will not leavé town be- 
fore the 15th. 





SEcTION 3 of the County Courts Act, 1867, is causing 
very considerable dissatisfaction in the metropolitan 
county courts, and more especially to suitors who reside 
in the eity and commence proceedings in the City Court. 
In tke other metropolitan courts where a judgment has 
been obtained all subsequent proceedings “shall be 
taken” in the same court, if the party against whom the 
proceedings is taken “ resides or carries on business” in 
the metropolitan district, including the city. In theCity 
Court subsqeuent proceedings only “may be taken” 
there under similar circumstances. Mr. Kerr reads this 
word “may” as leaving to his discretion whether 
subsequent proceedings shall be taken before him or not 
—a discretionary power not entrusted to his judicial 
brethren. Hence when a city suitor applies for a judg- 
ment summons to the city court, against a debtor not 
residing or carrying on business in the city, the applica- 
tion is refused, and the applicant told that he must 
follow his debtor. The result is that all the metropolitan 
judges are called upon to enforce Mr. Kerr’s judgments 
and he cannot be called on to enforce theirs, The clause 
was obviously intended for the purpose of bringing about 
uniformity of practice in the city and metropolitan courts, 
but by the eccentricity of the draughtsman in writing 
“may” instead of “shall” in dealing with the city 
court, Mr. Kerr has been enabled to preserve in his court 
the anomaly which has been destroyed in every other.* 

Some of the county court judges have for years past 
acted upon a system of what they call “ conditional com- 
mittal” on the hearing of judgment summonses ; that is, 
the judge enters into a sort of quasi-legal contract with 
the plaintiff, to the effect that the judge will commit if 
the plaintiff will promise not to take out the ca. sa. pro- 
vided the defendant pays the amount due by such in- 
stalments as the’ judge considers are within the means of 
the defendant. Some judges, when asked to do this, de- 
cline on the ground that they have no power to commit 
conditionally. They have the power to suspend for any 
length of time the issue of the ca. sa., or to set the 
committal aside on cause shown. How the two 
methods work will be best shown by an example of each 
from two of the metropolitan courts. 

A plaintiff having satisfied the judge at one of these 
courts that the defendant has had the means to pay since 
the judgment was obtained, an order of committal is made. 





* Vide sup. p, 333. 
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The plaintiff then says he does not want to send defen- 
dant to prison, and asks the judge to add the condition 
that the warrant is not to issue if (say) £1 a month be 

id. The judge says he has no power to make such a con- 

ition, but he can suspend the issue of the warrant for 
(say) six months, that is, for the time it wonld take to 
pay a debt of £6 by instalments of £1 amonth. The 
plaintiff is thus placed in this unsatisfactory position : 
if he accepts an unconditional commitment he may issue 
his ea. sa. at once, or at any time within twelve months, 
but it must be for the whole amount, when in all 
probability the defendant is utterly unable to pay such a 
aum at one time, however long might be the patience of 
the plaintiff, and as the cash office will only accept the 
specific amount ordered by the Court, the defendant has 
no means of propitiating the plaintiff by paying instal- 
ments. Hence one of three things commonly happens : 
Ist. The defendant is arrested at once, and being unable 
to pay, serves his term in prison, and the plaintiff is 
worse off by the costs of the judgment summons and the 
ca, sa., and he has to repeat the process, with the pro- 
bability that the result will be the same. 2nd. He may 
have the issue of the ca. sa suspended six months, and at 
theend of that time he finds himself in exactly the same 
position as at first: the defendant goes to prison, and 
comes out without the slightest probability of ever being 
able to raise £6 at one time. 3rd. (And this is by far the 
most likely case of the three) long before the six months 
have expired the defendant has vanished, or, as the high 
bailiff will endorse on the ca. sa., non est inventus. 

Now take the court that makes conditional commit- 
ments, and let us suppose a similar case. The judge, 

- being satisfied of the defendant’s ability to pay the débt 
by instalments, says to the plaintiff—* I will commit the 
defendant to prison if you will agree not to take out the 
warrant if he pays £1 a month; you will be more likely 
to get your money in that way, and you don’t want to 
send the man to prison.’ “Of course I don’t,” 
says the plaintiff, “I will agree to those terms.” An 
attorney perhaps appears for the defendant, althongh that 
is very unusual in judgment summonses. The profes- 
sional man knows that technically the judge has no power 
to make the condition part of the order of committal, 
and immediately puts the question to the judge, “ Sup- 
pose, sir, the plaintiff does take out the warrant in spite 
ef his agreement, for he is not legally bound by that?” 
“In that case,” says the judge, “ apply to me, and I will 
at once set the committal aside as having been obtained 
contra bonas fides.” Thus, by an ingenious fiction the 
condition of the committal has all the force of law with- 
out being technically legal, and the plaintiff almost 
certainly gets his money, as the cash office is ordered to 
take any instalments that the defendant may offer, and 
the plaintiff will perhaps in nine cases out of ten be con- 
tent with even less than he bargained for. 

The difference between the two systems is a matter of 
far greater importance than superficially appears; so 
much so indeed that collectors and tradesmen, who go 
much to county courts, declare that they get quite thirty 
per cent. more under the conditional commitment system 
than they do under the unconditional and suspension 
system. And yet the conditional system is nothing more 
than applying to the ca. sa. the law and the universal 
practice of all the judges with regard to the fi. fa. When 
@ judge, on an original hearing, orders payment by in- 
stalments, he simply orders (not in words, for the law 
wy ers the condition) that the fi. fa. shall not issue if 

instalments be duly paid. The judge ought to be 

entrusted with the discretionary power of dealing with 

both the jf. fa. and the ca, sa. in the same way, without 

seme 3 to resort to the transparent fiction we have re- 
to. 





In THE Case of Cooke v. Hemming, recently decided 
___by the Court of Common Pleas, a rather curious point 
was raised. One Reid, a butcher, entered into a con- 
tract with the trustees of a lunatic asylum to supply 








meat for the inmates, The price was not payable ti! a 
future day. Before Reid had supplied any meat he as- 
signed his contract to Hemming the defendant, but the- 
trustees had no notice of the assignment. In conse- 


quence of this assignment Hemming supplicd a large 


quantity of meat to the asylum, Reid taking no further 
part in the matter. Shortly before the price became. 
payable under the contract, Reid became bankrupt on 
his own petition, and his assignee claimed the amount 
due from the trustees for the meat supplied to them by 
Hemming. “The question was whether the~debt was-in 
the possession, order, or disposition of the bankrupt, as: 
the repnted owner theréof. The! majority of the Court. 
held that it was, a proposition which was disputed by- 
Mr. Justice Willes, who maintained, in a long and ex-. 
haustive judgment, that the assignee’s claim was as un- 
founded in law and in equity as it was in conscience, 


.Is was pointed out by the learned judge that at the time 


of the assignment there was not even an inchoate debt,. 
for no debt would become due unless goods were sup-- 
plied. That the debt was the fruit of Hemming’s own 
goods, purchased with his own money, and supplied on 
his own account, independently of Reid; that he could’ 
never have maintained any claim against Reid, or proved 

t his estate in respect of them; that the bankrupt 
never had any possession of the goods, or any power of‘ 
interference with them; that in the cases relied on for- 
the plaintiff (the assignee) the right to the thing in 
question had become inchoate by reason of the labour or- 
capital of the bankrupt. 

The true mode of construing the section in a case of” 
this kind, said the learned judge, was to apply it, not to 
the debt, but to the goods, and if they were never in the- 
possession, order, or disposition of the bankrupt, to hold 
that the mere fact of the debt being nominally due to the- 
bankrupt does not bring it within the section. 


business of B., and carries it on in the name of B. the 
former owner, debts which afterwards became due to A. 

for goods which he has bought with his own money and 
sold to his customers, would, in the event of B.’s bank-- 
ruptey, pass to B.’s assignees. So, although it has been. 
held that the doctrine of reputed ownership does not ex- 

tend to goods entrusted to a factor, yet if he sold the goods, 

the debt which became due in respect of them would be: 
within the section, though the goods while unsold would’ 
not be so. It certainly seems that practical convenience, 
not to say justice, is in favour of the view adopted by Mr.. 
Justice Willes. The result of the judgment of the 
majority of the Court in the present case is, as observed 

by him, to confiscate Hemming’s goods for the benefit of' 
Reid’s creditors. The principle of paying one man’s debt 
with another man’s money seems to us to have been 
pushed quite far enough, and it is not desirable to extend! 
its application. 





WE HAVE COMMENTED from time to time on the vari- 
ous points which have arisen as to the manner in which 
the costs of actions in the Superior Courts pending at the- 
passing of the County Courts Act, 1867, and at its coming 
into operation, and between those dates, have been affected: 
by the Act (see 12 Sol. J. pp. 1, 22, 89,111, 222). The sub- 
ject is not now-one of much practical importance. 
although there may atill be a few actions undisposed of, 
and which may be affected by the Act. It is however of’ 
interest as showing the curious confusion and the unex-- 
pected results which may be produced by abadly drawn 
Act of Parliament. We therefore give the following: 
classification of actions, showing the various Ways in 
which they are affected. It will be seen that all the- 
points haye not yet been expressly decided by the Courts, 
and indeed that there is one point which. the Conrts have- 
hitherto evaded and are likely to evade deciding, inasmuch 
asit involves the absurdity that the new Act has given costs. 
in some casesto persons whocould not otherwise be entitled: 
to them. We may also add that a good deal of the diffi- 
culty has arisen-from the prior decision of Wright v.. 


If thisis. 
not the rule, then, in the ordinary case, where A. buys a. 





nde ee 








le ly i ee 
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Hale, 9 W. BR. 157 (lately adopted in Ximbray v. Draper ' is obtained certifies under the Common Law Procedure 


16 W. B..539), in which it was held that enactments as 
ito costs related to a matter of procedure, and that therefore 
legislation on the subject might be retrospective. If it 
had been open to the Courts to lay down a broad rule to 
the contrary it is probable that some of the confusion 
which has arisen might have been avoided. In the fol- 
lowing classification we do not refer to the Acts affecting 
verdicts under 40s., which would require separate con- 
-sideration. 

1, In actions commenced before the 20th of August, 
1867, in which a sum not exceeding £20 in contract or 
£5 in tort was recovered (as to actions of tort otherwise 
than by judgment by default), before the 1st of January, 
1868, the plaintiff gets no costs unless he gets a certifi- 
-cate from the judge who tried the case, or unless the cir- 
-oumstances were such that he could get an order for his 
costs under 15 & 16 Vict. c. 54, 6.4 (see Oldreeve v. 
Puckeridge in Court of Exvhequer, April 30, 1868). 

2. If however there were such circumstances, then 
even if he did not get such an order before the statute 
authorising it to be made was repealed (viz., before 1st 
January), still the Courts would interfere to give him 
his costs, (See Restall v. South Western Railway in 
Court of Exchequer, argued in Hilary Term, decided in 
Haster Term). 

3. Next we may take the case of actions commenced 
before the 20th of August, and in which a sum not 
exceeding £20 in contract or £5 in tort is recovered after 
‘the lst of January. To these the new Act does not apply, 
because the 5th section, the only one applicable, is 
expressly limited to actions commenced after the passing 
of the Act. At the time of the recovery the former 

County Court Acts, which deprived of costs,were repealed 

.and not in force. There remains, therefore, nothing to 

prevent the plaintiff getting his costs under the 
Statute of Gloucester, unless that has been repealed. It 
has been suggested that the Statute of Gloucester was 

pro tanto repealed by the operation of the County Court 

Acts which took away costs in certain cases, and that 
Lord Brougham’s Act (13 & 14 Vict. c, 21) prevents the 
mepeal of these Acts from reviving the Statute of 
Gloucester. That argument has not, however, been yet 

adopted by the Courts (indeed it was by implication 

aejected in Restali’s case), and it seems clear that Lord 

Brougham’s Act can only apply to cases where an Act 

has been distinctly repealed, and not to cases where its 

operation has merely been incidentally and partially 

-affevted by other Acts inconsistent with its complete 
operation. It would seem, therefore, that there is nothing 
to prevent the recovery of costs in this case. The Courts 

have not yet decided this point one way or the other, 
vas in all the cases in which it has been discussed 
there has been some other point. For instance, in 
Oldreeve v. Puckeridge an award had been made for 
£19 for the plaintiff before the Ist of January in 
-a.case in which it was ultimately ascertained that there 
‘Was no concurrent jurisdiction. Judgment was not 
‘signed till after the lst of January, but the Court held 
that the recovery was by the award, and therefore the 
‘case was within the firstclass of actions, and not one of 
those we are now considering. It seems probable that 
although the Courts may be compelled to hold a plaintiff 
in these cases entitled to costs under the Statute of 
“Gloucester, if the case is so brought before them that 
they must decide the roint, they may decline to interfere 
anany way to give the costs, unless they see that the 
Plaintiff would have been entitled ifthe new Act had not 
‘een passed. Without the interference of the Court in 
‘ome way it may be found practically impossible to get 
the costs, even if on a strict construction of the Acts the 
tight exists, 

4. As to actions of tort commenced before the 20th of 
August in which the recovery is by judgmert by default, 
the plaintiff will get his costs as of right, whatever the 
amount and the date of the recovery, unless the amount 
ds less than £5 and the officer before whom the verdict 








Act, 1860, s. 34, to take away the costs. That section 
is, however, now repealed, and ceased to haveany force 
on the Ist of January, and-it-would seem that since then 
there has been no power in such actions to certify to 
deprive of costs. 

5. In actions of tort in which a sum exceeding £5 
and not exceeding £10 has been recovered, the plaintiff 
will always get his costs, if his action was begun before 
the 20th of August, 1867, but not without the certificate 
required by the new Act, if begun afterwards. 

6. In actions commenced after the 20th of August, 
1867, if the plaintiff could before the 1st of January put 
himself in a position to get costs under the old law, the 
new Act would not have taken away his right (see Woed 
v. Riley, 16 W. R. 146). 

7. If, however, he could not do so, then the new Act 
applies, and not the old law (see Wood v. Hunt, 16 W. 
R. 678). 





THE SECOND REPORT of the Ritual Commission 
becomes interesting to lawyers when viewed in connec- 
tion with the recent judgment of Sir R. Phillimore in 
the cases of Martin v. Mackonochie and Flamank v. 
Simpson. The learned judge has laid down the law as he 
conceives it is ; the Commission enunciate the law as 
they conceive it ought tobe. We know from the Dean 
of the Arches that elevation of the consecrated elements, 
the mixing of the chalice during the celebration of the 
communion service, and the use of incense, are at the 
present moment unlawful. The Commissioners do not 
touch either on the question of the mixed chalice or on that 
of elevation, but they concur with the learned judge in 
the conclusion that the burning of incense is at variance 
with the custom of the Church, and they recommend 
that the practice of using it should be forbidden. On 
the legality of lighted candles Sir R. Phillimore has 
given an opinion favourable to their continuance. The 
Commissioners do not impeach the accuracy of his de- 
cision, but they report that the use of lights is very rare, 
and that it has been rare in English Church history until 
within the last quarter of acentury. No doubt there 
are many churches now in which they are regularly 
used, but after all these churches are the exceptions. The 
Commissioners therefore are of opinion that it is expedient 
to restrain all variations from established usage not only 
in respect of incense but of lights. They are not unani- 
mous in the matter, but alarge majority have agreed to 
this recommendation. The result will be, if the Legisla- 
ture should adopt the Commissioners’ views, that we may 
expect anew Actof Uniformity to be passed stereotyping 
recent practice and rendering it universal. 

The expediency of this course it is not the purpose of this 
journal to discuss, but we may say a few words as to the 
“ speedy and inexpensive remedy,” to be provided for that 
somewhat mysterious personage “ the aggrieved parishio- 
ner.” First, he is to apply to the bishop of the 
diocese in camerd, and the bishop upon such application 
shall be bound to inquire into the matter of complaint. 
If it appears that there has been a real departure from 
the new rule of conformity, the bishop “ shall take order 
forthwith forthe discontinuance of such variation, and 
be enabled to enforce the same summarily.” From his 
judgment an appeal to the archbishop will be allowed. 
Nor are proceedings necessarily tostop here. If either 
party is dissatisfied with the archbishop’s ruling as a 
matter of law, a case may be stated for the opinion of the 
Arches Court, with a right of appeal thence to the Privy 
Council. We should suppose that by the time the 
“ aggrieved parishioner ” gets before that august tribunal, 
he will have had enough of it. Upon the whole, we 
cannot congratulate the Commission on the mode of pro- 
cedure they suggest. It seems to us as expensive as the 
present mode, and less satisfactory. It it really be desired 
to shorten and simplify ecclesiastical gs where 
comparatively simple questions are involved, the right 
course is to prohibit all the cumbrous machinery of appeal 
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and appoint a Court to adjudicate once for all, which from 
its constitution and character would command the confi- 
dence, both of the clergy and laity of the country. 





WE ARE GLAD to see an approaching settlement of 
the question—whether or no attorneys properly admitted 
and certified, but acting as clerks to other attorneys, are 
entitled to appear in the county courts for clients of 
their own, in cases with which their principals are wholly 
unconnected. The question is one of very great import- 
ance to the profession, and one which has received a good 
deal of discussion, not unaccompanied by some acrimony. 
The Tunbridge Wells County Court has been the chief 
arena of the controversy, and it is from that court that 
an appeal has now been made to a superior court, by a 
motion for a rule calling on the learned judge, Mr. J. J. 
Lonsdale, to show cause why he should not hear a Mr. 
Rogers, as attorney for the plaintiff in an action pending 
in that court. 

The 10th section of the 15. & 16 Vict. c. 54, lays 
down that the attorney “acting generally in the action 
for the party,’ shall alone address the Court. This 
would preclude an attorney, clerk to the plaintiff’s or 
defendant’s attorney, from being heard, but the question 
now is :—may or may not an attorney, who is clerk to 
another attorney, be heard when himself bond fide and 
expressly retained by the party to the cause ? In a case 
which came before Mr. Lonsdale on the 2nd day of last 
January, helaid down in an elaborate judgment the 
principles on which he should be governed. He admitted 
that in such a case the attorney-clerk would be the 
“attorney acting generally for the party,” but ruled 
that he must decline to hear any clerk, because if clerks 
were to be allowed to be heard, how was it to be known 
whether or or no they appeared on their own account ? 
Inother words the fact of the attorney being a clerk 
raises in the mind of the Court (Mr. Lonsdale) a presump- 
tion incapable of being rebutted, that the attorney-vlerk 
is not bond fide retained for himself; but is’ by some 
secret arrangement acting on behalf of his principal. 
We have already expressed our opinion upon this ques- 
tion, and having now placed before the reader the 
question which has been raised, we shall say no more 
for the present. We may, however, bestow a word upon 
the case of Re Broadhouse, 15 W. R. 1154, usually cited 
in connection with with this question. That, it may be 
remembered, was a case in bankruptcy. The Commis- 
sioner having refused to hear an attorney-clerk of the 
bankrupt’s solicitors, the bankrupt said, “ I am the bank- 
rupt, and I wish Mr. D. (the clerk) to be heard. . . 

I have engaged him.” The Commissioner, however, 
peremptorily disposed of the case without more ado. 

The decision of the Lords Justices showed that the 
Commissioner, right in the first instance, was wrong in 
doing so: after satisfying himself that the bank- 
rupt really meant to change his solicitor, and appreci- 
ated the importance of the step, it was his duty to 
hear his newly-constituted representative. But when 
this decision has to be applied to county court pro- 
ceedings, it must be born in mind that there is nothing 
in the Bankruptcy Acts about the “attorney acting gene- 
rally for the party.” Mr. Lonsdale thought that these 
words prevented such a change of attorneys as that pro- 
posed in Re Broadhouse—that the new attorney would 
not be the attorney “acting generally.” It is open, 
however, to question whether the words, “ acting gene- 
rally for the party in the cause” must necessarily refer 
only to the past proceedings in the action. 





DURING THE TRIAL of a case last week before Mr. 
Jusiice Willes and a common jury—in the court used by 
the Judges of the Common Pleas as their second court, 
whenever the two courts are sitting—the jury asked, 
while the examination of witnesses was going on, 
whether it was requisite for them to hear the evidence, 
for they were unable to do so. Upon this Mr. Justice 


Willes caid, “I have for years been lifting up my voiceon 





the subject of the inconvenience of this court. The jury 
cannot see the witnesses excepting on an unusually fine 
day, and they can very seldom even hear them.” 





THE NUMBER OF BILLS before the Houses of Par- 
liament possessing a special interest for lawyers ig 
weekly increased. The Bankruptcy Bill, of course, is 
the great measure, but there are several others which 
are of no small importance. There is the Bribery Bill, 
of which we need say no more just now than ‘to regret 
that it labours under the grand defect that it le aves un- 
remedied the present miserable system of “chance-peti- 
tions.” Mr. John Stuart Mill appears to have recog- 
nised the want of a better system ; he is to move some 
amendments to the Bill. We trust he may deal with 
this subject, for by so doing he will be going to the 
root of the matter. There is also Mr. G. J. Shaw 
Lefevre’s Marriage Law Reform Bill, of which we shall 
have something to say hereafter. The Mines Assessment 
Bill, which was read a second time on Wednesday, deals 
with a subject which has very long needed some legis- 
lation. It cannot be otherwise then unjust that coal 
mines should be rated while other mines enjoy an immu- 
nity; and thus, as the author of the bill observed, the 
charges of a parish are augmented by the influx of a large 
number of workmen’s families, and other causes, and yet 
the cause of all contributes nothing. The difficulty will 
be to settle on a fair basis of rating, and upon this point 
there will probably be much discussion when the bill gets 
into committee. The bill, as it stands at present, pro- 
vides that all mines shall be rated at an estimate of the 
net annual value. The 2nd and 3rd clauses deal with de- 
ductions to be made from the net annual value. The 5th 
clause deals with Cornish and Devon mines by relieving the 
occupiers and assessing the owners on theirroyalty ; this is 
on the ground of the less prosperous condition of these 
mines. The 6th clause regards assessment under local Acts. 
That the Earl of Lichfield’s Friendly Societies Bill has 
to do with a subject which needs legislation is proved by 
the report lately issued by the indefatigable Mr. Tidd 
Pratt, an abstract of which we published some time since. 
The Bill contains several very salutary clauses. By the 
4th, a printed policy and rules are to be deliverei to each 
member; by the 5th, no member is to be transferred to 
another society without hisown consent. This provision 
would prevent many poor persons from losing the benefit 
of their payments. Tho 7th requires a written notice of 
default in payment of a subscription to be given before 
any forfeiture or penalty can be incurred. Some such 
provision as this would also close a door now open to let 
in much hardship, not to say fraud; but we would sug- 
gest that to require as the Bill does, that the notice should 
have been “ received by” the defaulter, may often be to 
require an impossibility: “delivered at his last known 
place of residence,” would be better. Among other pro- 
visions, the Bill also gives county court judges a power, 
at the requestof the registrar of these societies, of order- 
ing an audit or inspection of accounts by competent per- 
sons at, the society’s expense. This adds one more to the 
increasing duties of county court judges, On the whole 
there is much in this bill which, if properly carried out 
in detail, must work well, but we cannot help remarking 
with the two noble lords who followed the introducer of 
the bill that, if as he says, the subject demands investi- 
gation by a Royal Commission, a Bill seems rather 
premature. Some, however, if not all, of the clauses 
which we have mentioned might be enacted at once with 
unquestionable advantage. Mr. Mill’s two Metropolitan 
Corporation Bills aim at the abolition of the present 
system under which the city is governed as to local 
matters, by its own mayor and corporation, and the rest 
of the metropolis by vestries. The Bills provide for local 
municipalities or corporations all over the metropolis; 
one to each constituency, “ grouped round” one central 
one, which is to administer those matters which affect 
the whole. Mr. Mill does not expect to carry these 
Bills this session, but thinks that their introduction may 
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serve some goodend. The Divorce and Matrimonial 
Causes Bill proposes to allow appeals to be lodged during 
the Parliamentary recess (the whole subject of 
probate and divorce appeals need consideration, but that 
will be best left until after the report of the Judicature 
Commission), to abolish the right of appeal in undefended 
cases, and to allow appeals against a decree nisi. The 
Stockbrokers (Ireland) Regulation Act Amendment Bill 
merely ptoposes that no bond given by an intending 
broker under 30 Geo. 4, c. 60, shall be registered or 
redocketed until after breach of its conditions. 





IN THE CASE of the convict Barrett, now under sen- 
tence of death for murder in connection with the Clerk- 
enwell explosion, the Home Secretary has directed an 
inquiry into the evidence tendered on behalf of the 
prisoner and that adduced for the Crown. 


THE LIABILITY OF CARRIERS BEYOND THEIR 
OWN ROUTES. 

How far railway companies and other carriers are 
liable for loss or delay happening in the transit of goods 
forwarded through them to places beyond the point to 
which they themselves carry them, is a question of con- 
siderable interest and of much practical importance in the 
present day. Our attention has been againcalled to it by 
a case in the Lowestoft County Court, which we reported 
last week. .This is one of those questions in which it is 
of the greatest importance to adhere closely to strict rules 
of law, inasmuch as a slight departure, which apparently 
may meet the justice of a particular case, will most likely 
be found to involve a principle which when applied to 
slightly different facts will lead to an opposite result. In 
this respect the question resembles those relating to 
transactions on the Stock Exchange which have excited 
so much attention lately, and which the Courts have only 
been able tosolve by adhering strictly to the rule that 
each contracting party must look for the fulfilment of the 
contract to the person with whom he contracts, leaving 
that person again to seek a remedy over against any 
other who may have contracted with him. In the same 
way, we find that with reference to the carriers question 
our Courts have always endeavoured to hold that the 
sender of goods need only look to the carrier receiving 
them from him for carriage, notwithstanding that the 
transit is to extend beyond the place to which that carrier 
will himself convey them. Where this construction can 
be put upon the contract entered into, it solves all ques- 
tions of difficulty, and at the same time does no injustice 
to the carrier, because it is clear that he has a sufii- 
cient possession of the goods to maintain an ac- 
tion for any default against any other carrier to 
whom he may entrust them for the completion of the 
transit. Accordingly we find that from the time at all 
events of the case of Muschamp v. The Lancaster and 
Preston Railway Company, 8 M. & W. 421, it has 
uniformly been held that in the absenee of any express 
agreement excluding such a construction, it is to be 
presumed that a carrier who receives goods for carriage, 
directed to a particular place, contracts to carry them 
either himself or by his agents to that place, although it 
is beyond the terminus of his own route, and not a place 
to which he holds himself out as a carrier. The same 
rule applies to the carriage of passengers (see Mytton v. 
Midland Railway Company, 7 W. R. 737, 4 H. & N. 615, 
and Blake v. The Great Western Railway, 7 H. N. 
987.) Indeed it is probable that it now has a more 
frequent application in cases of passengers than in 
that of goods, for in the case of goods there is very 
frequently a special contract. The real difficulty which 
now arises in most of the cases that present themselves 
is to construe the special conditions which the companies 
impose, and then having arrived at the meaning of them 
to see whether they are reasonable within the require- 
ments of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, as explained 
by the leading case of Peck v. The North Staffordshire 








Railway, in the House of Lords, 6 H. L. Cas. The 
difficulty of construing these conditions is well illustrated 
by the case of the Bristol and Exeter Railway v. Collins, 
7H. L. Cas, 194. At the various stagesof the case, so far as 
can be gathered from the reports, nine common law 
judges expressed their opinion that a particular condi- 
tion showed that the contract entered into by the 
receiving company was only to carry along their own 
line, and at the terminus of that to hand the goods over 
to another carrier; while four were of opinion that the 
receiving company contracted to carry for the whole of 
the railway journey, but only made a special bargaip as 
to the method of delivery. Opinions were also given by 
four law lords, of whom two entirely agreed with the 
view of the minority of four judges, while the other two 
entertained much doubt, but were not prepared to dissent 
from that view. It is observable that with all this 
difference of opinion, no doubt was thrown upon the 
correctness of the principle laid down in Muschamp v. 
The Lancaster and Preston Railnay Company, as to what 
would be the law in the absence of any special contract, 
nor did the question of the reasonableness of the condi- 
tions arise. In the case we have referred to in the 
Lowestoft County Court, Mr. Worlledge, the judge, held 
that a condition which he construed so as to protect the 
company was a reasonable one, on the authority of a 
case of Aldridge v. The Great Western Railway Company, 
15 C. B.N.8.582. In that case, however, the conditions 
were much more precise and explicit. The company 
there distinctly agreed that they would carry to the 
extent of their own line, and would at their terminus 
hand the goods over, if practicable, to another carrier to 
be carried on the same terms, and further that as respects 
the receipt of freight, they would only receive the whole 
for the convenience of the consignor, and for the purpose 
of handing it over to the other carrier. In this case it 
was very naturally held that the presumption of a 
contract to carry the whole way was excluded. In the 
county court case, however, the condition simply ran: 
“The Great Eastern Railway Company do not undertake 
to carry or to be responsible for any goods except to 
stations on their own line, and its branches, and within 
their own limits they only undertake to deliver within a 
reasonable time.” Then at the foot there followed, 
“ Please to forward to Murray for Manchester Station, 
the undermentioned goods.” 

Now when the company do actually receive the goods 
for carriage, although npon these terms, and do receive 
all the freight (and in this particular case it was at the 
higher of two rates, called Company’s Risk Rate, as dis- 
tinguished from the lower Owner’s Risk Rate) it is by 
no means so clear that they do not enter into a contract 
to carry. If not, what do they undertake? There is 
nothing said about other carriers, unless the request to 
forward can be held to involve sending on by another 
carrier. It is, however, a little straining the word to 
give it such an interpretation when used by a person at 
the point of departure and before the commencement of 
the transit. There is also another view which might be 
taken, that the company by receiving goods for Man- 
chester, while protesting that,they do not carry except to 
places on their own line or its branches, must be taken 
to admit that Manchester is on their line or its branches, 
in the sense in which they use that expression. Then 
again, with reference to the question of unreasonableness, 
the fact that the plaintiff paid the higher rate of freight 
without, so far as it appears, getting eny additional 
advantage, seems to have some bearing, and a very 
similar fact was considered by some of the judges, in 
Peek v. The North Staffordshire Railway Company, to be 
material. It seems, therefore, that there is a good deal 
to be said for the plaintiff’s contention, and without 
desiring to question the decision of the learned judge. 
who appears to have dealt with the question with ability 
as well as with every desire to be set right if his deci- 
sion was wrong, we may hope that his suggestion may be 
carried out, and that the fish merchants of Lowestoft, 
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and others interested in the question, may bring it before ] 
the superior courts. It seems to us most desirable that 
it should be held, wherever practicable, that the consignor 
need only look to the company receiving the goods from 
him. It is, of course, impossible for him to know where 
the loss or delay takes place, and he may have, if it is 
held otherwise, to sue each company over whose line his 
goods would have to pass in turn before he finds the 
one in fault. On the other hand, of course, the com- 
panies can as easily settle for the losses that occur 
among themselves, as they can and do for the through 
freights 
- Thereare other cases now before the Courts in which simi- 
Jar questions as to the liabilities of carriers are involved. 
In Shepperd v. The Bristol and Exeter Railway Company, 
in which a rule for a new trial has been argued and now 
etands for judgment in the Court of Exchequer, the 
question was whether the defendants who had received 
and forwarded cattle to London were liable for an injury 
-done to them after their arrival, but still in the custody 
of the Great Western Company, at Paddington Station. 
They were detained at the station in consequence of 
their having arrived too late in the morning to be 
driven away that day without infringing the regulations 
as to traffic in the streets. It was contended that the 
cattle not having been delivered to the consignee in 
regular course were still in the custody of the company 
as carriers, and that the criginal contract having been 
with the defendants company they were liable. _If this 
view is adopted, as it seems likely it may be, the 
case will present a very striking instance of the enforce- 
mentof the general rule. In another case which was 
tried at Nisi Prius in the Common Pleas a short time 
back, a sufferer by the accident which took place near 
Paris last summer, sued the Scuth Eastern Railway Com- 
pany from whom he had taken a through ticket for 
damages, All the points as to the defendants’ liability, 
which turned mainly upon theterms of the contract as 
comprised in the ticket, were reserved at the trial, and may 
possibly yet come on to be argued. It appeared, however, 
at the time of the trial, that there was considerable 
prospect of the case being settled, and it is perhaps more 
likely that it will not be heard of again. In these last 
mentioned cases of course there was no difficulty in 
ascertaining the cause of the damage, and no obstacle 
to sueing the company really in fault. A departure from 
the rule would not therefore work any great injustice, 
though unless it was clearly based upon special circum- 
 mcagag it would throw doubt and uncertainty upon the 

WwW. 

In the Ame, ican Law Review for April last there is 
an article on this subject,in which after shortly alluding 
to the English rule as laid down in Muschamp’s case, 
the writer goes on to review the American cases which 
are not all in accordance with each other. It appears 
that there is now a strong tendency to return to the 
English rule, of which the reviewer decidedly approves. 
In America, however, the cases do not seem so often 
complicated by special conditions as in England. 





ADMISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCE OF USAGE TO 
AFFECT WRITTEN CONTRACTS, 
No. III. 

We have already, in our two former articles, treated 
of the rules which govern the admissibility of evidence 
of usage to vary a written contract. We have had occa- 
sion to discuss the general principles upon which such 
evidence is admitted, and the question how far know- 
ledge of the usage at the time of the making of the oon- 
tract is necessary in order to entitle a party to give evi- 
dence of it. Before concluding this subject we propose 
to discuss very briefly how far the rules and usages of the 
Stock Exchange are admissible as evidence to vary con- 
tracts made by persons who are not members of the 
Stock Exchange, and who are, in fact, ignorant of such 





zules and usages, 


tm 


According to the general rules upon this subject a- 
principal employing a broker to buy or sell shares, &c.,. 
upon the Stock Exchange is bound by the usages prevail- 
ing upon the Stock Exchange if they ate reasonable. 
If they are unreasonable he is not bound by them, unless 
he can be shown to be personally cognisant of their 


existence. This is perhaps the only rule that can be 
laid down, although it is not altogether satisfactory that 
the terms of a contract should depend upon the reason- 
ableness of a usage. The only way to gain ‘a knowledge 
of what the Courts would hold to be reasonable is to exa- 
mine cases already decided. upon the point. It is clear 
that when o broker is employed to make, and makes, a 
contract upon the Stock Exchange, and by the usage 
prevailing there he incurs a personal liability upon the. 
contract, his principal is bound to indemnify him from 
the consequences of such liability. So if the broker has: 
had to pay money in consequence of his liability upon 
such a contract, his principal is bound to repay it. This 
is perfectly clear from tke decisions of Zaylor v. Stray 
(5 W. R. 761), and Stray v. Russell (8 W. R. 240), and 
Whitehead v. Izod (15 W. R: 814, L. R. 2 C. P. 228), 
and other cases to the same effect. We do not find any 
other reported case in which any rules of the Stock Ex-. 
change have been held to be binding, except such as fall 
under the head we have just mentioned. 

In Mortimer v. MW Callan (6 M. & W. 58) the plaintiff 
sold some stock to brokers acting for the defendant, and 
afterwards sued the defendant for the price. Evidence 
was given at the trial that it was the usage of the Stock 
Exchange to give credit to the broker, even if the prin- 
cipal were disclosed, although credit was sometimes given 
to the principal when the broker’s credit was not 
thought sufficient. It was held that the right course at 
the trial was to leave it to the jury as a matter of fa2t 
whether the plaintiff had given credit to the defendant 
orto his broker. Lord Abinger says in his judgment— 
“I do not apprehend the rules of the Stock Exchange 
would make any difference as to the rights of a party: 
who sells stock t2 choose to what party credit shall be 
given, if he thinks proper.” 

In Grissell v Bristowe (16 W. R. 428) it was found by 
the special case that “it is the practice of members of 
the Stock Exchange, in settling their accounts with each 
other on the account day, not to deliver or transfer the 
actual number of shares sold in any particular under- 
taking by one member to another during the interval 
between two account days, but only the number. which,. 
on balance of purchases and sales, has been sold or pur-. 
chased by one member in excess of the other.” The- 
majority of the Court held that this usage was unreason-- 
able, and did not affect the rights of principals who- 
were not members of the Stock Exchange. 

Although during the last two years there have been 
many decisions as to the legal effect of contracts made 
upon the Stock Exchange, there has been no direct deci-- 
sion upon the validity of any of the recognised rules 
except such as we have already mentioned. Whenever 
a case as to the effect of the usages of the Stock Exchange 
arises which does not fall within the principle of any of 
the reported decisions, the material question for consi-- 
deration will be, Is the alleged usage reasonable? If 
yes, then evidence of it may be given to supplement the 
contract. 

It will be seen that it follows from the cases which. 
have already been décided that the usages of the Stock: 
Exchange are not necessarily binding upon those who 
are not members of the society. The cases of Taylor v. 
Stray and Stray v. Russell are sometimes cited as estab=-. 
lishing the binding force of all the usages of the Stock: 
Exchange, but these oases do not decide anything of the- 
sort. We have already stated the general rule by which. 
a principal is bound who employs an agent to contract 
in a particular market, and this rule has been applied to 
the Stock Exchange, and so far the usages there are no 
doubt binding. There is, however, a reason in the case. 
of contracts upon the Stock Exchange for keeping this. 
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ule within even narrower limits than in the case of 
-other markets. Generally speaking markets are open to 
the whole world to buy and sell, and it is on this ground 
*that those dealing there are presumed to be cognisant of 
‘the usages prevailing there. The Stock Exchange, how- 
ever, is not open in this way; no one can contract there 
except members of the Stock Exchange, and even the 
rules by which it has been sought to affect persons not 
~members are not anywhere openly published, and are 
-mot easily obtained. If, therefore,a usage in an ordi- 
mary market must be reasonable in order to bind those 
‘not aware of it, a fortiori this must be the case upon 
the Stock Exchange. 

For fear of any misapprehension, we again repeat that 
~what we have said about reasonableness of usage applies 
only where one of the parties is ignorant of the 

usage. If both parties to a contract are acquainted 
~with a certain usage in their trade, and make a con- 
tract to which such usage is applicable, then the 
‘usage forms part of the contract whether reasonable 
‘or not, just in the same way as if the terms of 
whe usage were annexed in writing to the contract. 
It is now well established that evidence of tsage is ad- 
missible to vary written contracts subject only to the 
rules which we have now detailed. Itis notlikely, how- 
ever, that these rules will be extended any further, as they 
thave already been pushed as far if not further than sound 
jpolicy would dictate. If the whole question were res in- 
tegra it might well be doubted whether evidence of this 
‘sort would be admitted at all, so inconvenient and so vary- 
iing are its results. There seems to beno hardship what- 
ever in requiring that persons making a written contract 
should state in intelligible language what they really 
mean, without leaving their intention to be gathered from 
the necessary and inaccurate evidence of usages of trades 
or localities. In conclusion, we cannot do better than to 
cite a passage from the judgment of Lord Denman in 
Irueman v. Loder (11 A. & E. 589), which forcibly points 
-out the evils of this kind of evidence, and thereby fur- 
nishes a strong argument against any extension of 
the rules by which it is now rendered admissible :— 
“Tf a legislator were called upon to consider the 
expediency of passing a law upon this subject, the con- 
élusion at which he would arrive is hardly open to a 
doubt. He would decide at once that the written con- 
tract must speak for itself upon all occasions; that 
mothing should be left to memory or speculation. There 
‘is no inconvenience in requiring parties making written 
contracts to write the whole of their contracts, while 
in mercantile affairs no mischief can be greater than 
the uncertainty produced by permitting verbal state- 
ments to vary bargains committed to writing. But the 
nature of this explanatory evidence renders it peculiarly 
dangerous. Those who have heard it must have been 
sstruck by the hesitating strain in which it is given by 
-men of business, and their wish to secure the correctness 
‘of their answer by referring to the written document, 
Again, what can be more difficult than to ascertain as 
a matter of fact such a prevalence of what is called a 
custom in trade as to justify a verdict that it forma a 
“part of every contract. Debate may also be fairly raised 
-as to the right of binding strangers by customs probably 

unknown to them; a conflict may exist between the 
customs of two different places, and, supposing all these 
- difficulties removed, and the custom fully proved, still it 
will always remain doubtful whether the parties to the 
individual contract really meant that it should include 
vthe custom,” 
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The shortest will extant is possibly that of Lord Wensleydale, 
‘which eaten on the 8th ultima. It runs thus :—“ This is 
the last of me, James Lord Dna fey I give all my 
Piborty, real and Lege and all I have in the wold, and that 

have the power to dispose of, to my beloved wife Cecilia, her 
heirs and ¢ absolutely. This 25th day of November, 


A.D. 1863. WENSLEYDALE.” Th tat r 
£120,000.— South London Press. Tete Tee ae 





RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
PowERs OF RAILWAY COMPANIES. 
Richmond v. North London Railway Company, 16 W.R, 
449. 


The management of railway companies appear some- 
times to forget that the companies which they repre- 
sent are mere creations of the will of the : 
for certain objects, having no ability whatever t 
do anything or consent to anything being done ‘to 
them beyond the sphere of the powers with which 
they have been endowed. The present case is an instance 
of this. The North London Railway Company were em- 
powered in the usual way to make theline of railway, which 
would affect in its course the plaintiff’s land, and a period 
was fixed by the Act within which their compulsory 
powers as well of taking the land as of making the 
railway were to be exercised, and at the termination of 
which they were to expire. The company contented 
themselves with serving the usual notice to treat, and 
seem to have done nothing further that was not of a di- 
latory nature during the existence of those powers. 
When those powers were at an end, the company should 
have obtained fresh powers to enable them to deal with 
the plaintiff, instead of which, they required the plaintiff 
to renew the treaty upor the footing of the notice origi- 
nally given, and were restrained by injunction from doing 
so. It is clear that the rights and servicesof the company 
and the landowner are reciprocal ; but they are reciprocal 
only solong asthey exist, and the period of their existence is 
measured bythe duration of the compulsory powers of taking 
land with which the company is endowed. During their 
existence the landowner can enforce by mandamus the 
obligation created by the notice to treat, and the com- 
pany can compel the landowner to part with his land ; 
when the powers are expired the company is dead as t6 
them, or at least in a state of suspended animation until 
it pleases the Legislature to revive those powers. The 
Legislature in the present day invariably limits the 
period within which the powers are to exist : in former 
days this precaution appears to have been neglected, and 
the decision in Thicknesse v. Lancaster Canal Company, 
4M. & W. 442, no doubt is attributable to the fact, that 
the Act did not limit any period within which the powers 
were to be exercisable. Of course, as Lord Romilly re- 
marked, the expiration of the power to make the line 
would not affect the company’s rights to complete their 
line after the day had arrived, but it does prevent the 
company from proceeding to take land, where the land- 
owner, from the powers having expired, can have no 
means of compelling them to complete any bargain they 
may enter into which would be ultra vires and not bind 
ing on the company. The case may be also noticed as 
another affirmation of the principle laid down in Haynes 
v. Haynes, 9 W. R. 497, that mere notice to treat does 
not of itself constitute a contract to sell, or bind the land 


in equity. 





DECREES AND ORDERS Nist. 
Prole v. Soady, 16 W. R. 445; Haly v. Barry, 16 W. R. 
664. 


Two cases have recently been decided of some im- 
portance with reference to decrees nisi under the 
Divorce Act, 28 & 24 Vict. o. 144, &. 7, and orders nisi 
under the Judgment Debtors Act, 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 
15. It was decided in both cases, in the former by 
Lord Justice Lord Cairns, in the latter by Lords Justices 
Wood and Selwyn, that an order or decree nisi after- 
wards made absolute operates from the time when it 
was first made—in other words, the order is an order 
absolute in the first instance, subject to displacement on 
cause being shown to the contrary within the period 
limited by the order nisi for that purpose; the benefit of 
it vests, as it were, in the creditor from the very first, 
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subject to the risk of being divested in a certain event. 
We are not aware of any repo case in which this 
property of a charging order has been affirmed during 
the thirty years in which 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, has been the 
law of the land—the principle has, however, been im- 
pliedly recognised in Warburton v. Hilil,2 W.R. 365, by 
Lord Justice Wood when Vice-Chancellor, although his de- 
cision in that case rested upon other grounds which will be 
found to have been fully considered by him when giving 
judgment in Haly v. Barry, At any rate the precise 
value of a charging order nisi is now clearly ascertained. 
In Haly v. Barry the decree in a creditor’s suit was made 
for the administration of the estate was obtained against 
a debtor just after the order nisi was obtained by another 
creditor, but before the order was made absolute. It was 
contended, by analogy to numerous cases which are re- 
ferred to in the report, that the order nisi was no more 
than a notice to the debtor not to part with the fund 
charged by it, and was therefore overreached by the sul- 
sequent decree, upon the equitable principle expressed in 
Clarke y. Lord Ormonde, Jac. 123. The Court, however, 
did not take this view, and declined to interfere by re- 
straining the holder of the charge from availing himself 
of it as against the plaintiff in the creditors’ suit, thus 
leaving the order nisi to ripen into an order absolute un- 
less cause were shown to the contrary. That this con- 
struction of sections 14 and 15 of the Act is literally 
the true one appears from the observations of Lord Jus- 
tice Selwyn in his judgment, that only one order, and 
not two, are in reality made—one order, which of itself 
matures at due course into an order absolute, unless 
cause to the contrary be shown. 





COMMON LAW. 
Contracts BY JoInT Stock COMPANIES—ASSI GNMENT 
OF A CALL. 
Pickering and Another v. The Ilfracombe Railway Com- 
pany, C. P., 16 W.R. 458. 

We had occasion to examine a short time ago (ante 
297) the power of joint-stock companies to make con- 
tracts, and we then pointed out the general rules upon 
this subject, and discussed the case of Zaylor v. The 
Chichester, §c., Railway Company, 16 W. R. Ex. Ch. 147, 
then the last important decision upon this question. There 
was unfortunately in that case a difference of opinion 
amongst the judges, and the former cases on this sub- 
ject do not quite agree as to the principle upon which 
the contracts of companies are to be supported, or upon 
what is called the ultra vires doctrine. Any decision, 
therefore, as to the contracting power of companies is 
of importance whilst the law is in its present unsettled 
state, unless, of course, the case is decided merely upon 
the authority of some prior decision. 

In Pickering vy. The lifracombe Railway Company the 
plaintiffs were contractors and creditors of the Devon, 
&c., Railway Company, and this company not being able 
to pay the amount due to the plaintiffs, executed on the 
13th of July, 1866, a deed by which they purported to 
assign by way of mortgage to the plaintiffs a cer- 
tain call of £5 per share previously made, and 
which was payable on the 16th July, 1866. There 
Was a proviso that if the Devon, &c., Railway Com- 
pany should pay to the plaintiffs the amount due 
to them on or before the 13th of the following Octo- 
ber the plaintiffs should re-assign the call. There were 
also the usual covenants for the payment of interest, 
freedom from incumbrances, &c., and a power of sal 
wasalso given to the plaintiffs. Notice of this assignment 
was given to the company’s bankers where the calls were 
made payable. Before the execution of this deed 
the defendants had obtained a judgment against 
the Devon, &c., Railway Company, and on the 81st July, 
1866, they served a garnishee order upon Lord Polti- 
more, one of the shareholders of the company, attaching 
all debts due by him to the company to satisfy the de- 
fendants’ judgment. Before the garnishee order was 





made absolute the plaintiffs claimed under their deed of 
assignment the amount of Lord Poltimore’s call. It was 
ordered at chambers that Lord Poltimore should pay the 
amount of the call into court, and an issue was directed 
to ascertain whether the plaintiffs or the defendants 
were entitled to this sum. Lord Poltimore had received 
no express notice of the assignment to the plaintiffs 
before the garnishee order was served upon him, but he 
was present at two meetings of shareholders of the 
Devon, &c., Railway Company, at the latter of which he 
acted as chairman, when it was resolved that the call in 
question should be made and then assigned to the plain- 
tiffs. It was argued by the defendants that the deed of 
assignment was bad as being ultra vires, as the company 
had no power to assign a call not yet payable, and fur- 
ther that if the call could be so assigned that this parti- 
cular assignment was bad on account of the power of 
sale contained 1n it. Also, it was said that, as Lord 
Poltimore had no notice of the assignment, his debt to 
the company was not affected thereby as against the 
garnishee order. The plaintiffs contended that the 
assignment was good, that the power of sa’e, even if 
invalid, did not vitiate the deed, but could be separated 
from it, and that Lord Poltimore had constructive notice 
of the assignment from his attendance at the meetings. 
The Court decided in favour of the plaintiffs. They 
decided—First, that an assignment of calls was valid as 
there was no express prohibition in the Companies 
Clauses Act, 1845 (8 Vict. c. 16), against assigning calls 
in payment of debts, and there was no prohibitory clause 
as to the mode in which debts were to be paid. Secondly, 
that the power of sale in this assignment did not vitiate 
the assignment, because if such power were “ ultra vires 
the deed would only fail as to that.” Thirdly, that it 
was not necessary to go into the question whether notice 
of the assignment should have been given to Lord 
Poltimore, as he must be taken under the circumstances 
to have had notice. 

This case speaks for itself, and does not call for much 
comment. There seems no reason why acompany should 
not assign calls which are not yet payable, and there was 
plenty of authority to show that the mere insertion of an 
invalid power of sale would not vitiate the assignment. 
Two of the points involved in this case are still left un- 
decided. First, whether the power of sale was really 
invalid ; secondly, whether notice of the assignment was 
necessary. As to this second point it seems to have been 
the opinion of the Court that such notice was not neces- 
sary, and Bovill, C. J , clearly expressed his opinion to 
this effect. 





LIABILITY OF HUSBAND FoR NECESSARIES SUPPLIED 
TO HIs WIFE. 


Wilson and Others vy. Ford and Another, Ex., 16 W. R. 
482, 


A married woman cannot, with some few exceptions, 
contract so as to bind herself personally, but she may 
always, if authorised, enter into binding contracts as the 
agent of another person. A man may therefore be per- 
sonally liable upon his wife’s contracts, if she was au- 
thorised to make them, and if he does not support her 
he is liable for necessaries supplied to her, although he 
may not have suthorised euch supplies, and even although 
he may have forbidden them altogether. The law in this 
subject is tolerably clear, but there is frequently a diffi- 
culty felt in determining what are “necessaries ” in any 
particular case. ‘‘Necessaries” is a relative term, and 
its meaning always depends upon the circumstances of 
each case. Where the husband is wealthy many things 
might probably be considered as necesseries which would 
be uselees luxuries if the parties were in a different rank 
of life. The same difficulty exists in ascertaining what 
are necessaries for a married woman, as in cases where 
goods are supplied to an infant who may render himeelf 
liable for necessaries, although not upon any other con- 
tract. 
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Wilson v. Ford seems rather to have extended the 
qmeaning of the word necessaries when a married woman 
is deserted by her husband. The facts of the case were : 
a wife being deserted by her husband applied to 
‘the plaintiffs, who were solicitors, for advice—(1) as 
to the best way of procuring her husband’s return; 
(2) as to the enforcing of a verbal promise by him 
to make a settlement upon her; (3) as to claims of 
some tradesmen for necessaries supplied to her; (4) 
as to a threat of distress for rent, upon furniture 
-of her husband’s, which was in the house occupied by her 
‘On the first question the plaintiffs advised a suit in the 
‘Divorce Court which was commenced and was terminated 
‘hy the death of the husband. The costs of the suit were 
taxed and paid to the plaintiffs by the defendants the hus- 
band’s executors, but they refused to pay the plaintiffs’ 
charges fortheir professionaladvice and assistance upon the 
other questions. The Court decided that these matters 
vas well as the costs of the suit were necessaries, and that 
the plaintiffs were consequently entitled to recover the 
amount of their claim. This decision is not apparently 
supported by any express authority upon the point, but 
itis a0 entirelyconsonantto common sense and expediency 
that it will probably be followed whenever a similar case 
comes before one of the common law courts. 








REVIEWS. 


Collision Diagram. By W. A. Ottver. London: Joseph 
Foster. 

If the rule of the road at sea is not sufficiently understood, 
it is certainly not because it stands in need of commentary 
and explanation. For some time past this subject has been 
a fruitful theme of correspondence in the pages of the news- 
papers, and the present is not the first work on collisions 
and how to avoid them which this journal has been called 
upon to notice. Some little time ago Mr. Lowndes gave us a 
‘valuable work on the whole law of the subject, and now Mr. 
‘Qliver has undertaken to throw further light on the matter 
by a diagram showing, as he says, “the only positions in 
which two ships can approach each other with danger of 
collision, and the course to be taken by each.” The chart 
only refers to,cases of the meeting of ships under sail, and 
certainly explains their duties very clearly. The work also 
contains the regulations of the Merchant Shipping Act, not 
only as re sailing ships, but also with reference to 
steamers, as well as the rules concerning lights and fog 
Signals, and the diagrams issued by the B of Trade to 
illustrate the use of lights. There are also appended notes 
-of the more important decisions of the courts upon the above 
rules. It is, perhaps, to be regretted that Mr. Oliver did 
not think fit to add to his diagram some instances of the 
meeting of steamers and sailing ships, but the rules regard- 
ing steamers are no doubt simple, and stand less in need of 
illustration than the cases of sailing ships, inasmuch as the 
duties of the former are not affected by the wind, whereas, 
in the latter case, the way in which the wind happens to 
-affect two sailing ships when approaching one another has 
an important bearing on the question as to what course 
‘each is bound to take. 

We think the book will be found to be of great assistance 
‘to professional men who have to make themselves acquainted 
with nautical cases without any previous practical know- 
ledge of such matters ; and if there are any skippers whose 
‘experience does not enable them to comprehend without 
further explanation the rules of the Board of Trade, we re- 
commend them to purchase Mr. Oliver's little work. 

An Essay on the Maxim “Tgnorantia legis neminem ex- 
cusat:” being the “Davis” Prize Essay for the Year 
1867. By Gzoncr Lewis, Prizeman of the Incorporated 
Law Society, . Michaelmas Term, 1867. London: Bos- 


worth. 

In this little essay Mr. Lewis first justifies, on grounds of 
public policy, the principles upon which every citizen is 
supposed to know the law, and held responsible accordingly. 
He then reviews the application of this rinciple by the 
English Courts of Law and Equity from the carliest times 
downw distinguishing with care the exceptions which 
have been allowed by the Courts of Equity; and concludes 
by an earnest advocacy of codification as the means by which 





this salutary principle may be made to require as little as- 
possible of “ legal fiction.” 

Mr. Lewis's essay is above the average of prize essays ; and . 
indicates of itself the advantage of the stimulus to young 
members of his profession afforded by the Incorporated Law 
Society’s prizes. As a neat little diatribe on the maxim in | 
question it is worth the student’s reading, and may also be 
of use to the actual practitioner concerned in a case bearing 
upon the subject. 





Joint Stock Companies Handy Book. By Ricuarp Jorpan. 
London: Richard Jordan. ‘ 

_ This little volume purports to be a “ handy book of prac- 
tical instructions for the formation and management of joint 
stock companies ”’: it contains thirty-four small 8vo pages; 
of these, fourteen are taken up by a reprint of Tables A, B, 
and C of the Companies Act, 1862, and the remaining twenty: 
pages amount, in point of fact, to an abstract of certain of 
the main provisions of the Acts of 1862 and 1867, with re- 
ference to the capital and creation of companies, arranged 
under separate headings, accompanied occasionally by a 
sentence or two giving further hints. The volume thus 
contains scarcely anything which is not to be found-in the 
Acts, and regarded as a“ handy book” is meagre. Its con-- 
tents, however, so far as they go, are rendered accessible by 
a very good index. 


—_ 


The Representation of the People Act, 1867. By Roserr 
Witkrixson, Esq., of Jesus College, Cambridge, and of 
Lincoln’s Inn, Barrister-at-law. London: Stevens & 
Haynes. 1868. 

Mr. Wilkinson has done a well-timed and useful service 
in publishing this edition of the Reform Act. From a 
political point of view that Act has deprived former enact- 
ments of much of their importance, and begun de novo upon 
very different principles from those which prevailed before. 
But, once passed, even a Reform Act passes out of the hands 
of politivians and into the hands of lawyers. And from the- 
lawyers’ point of view this Act is less novel than laymen 
might suppose. There is hardly one of the questions which, 
used to arise under the old law which will not inevitably 
arise under the new. We shall have to consider questions , 
of tenure, questions of value, questions of occupancy, and 
all other questions with which revising barristers, registra- 
tion agents, and readers of the Common Pleas reports, are 80° 
familiar. We think, therefore, that Mr. Wilkinson has 
adopted the right course in his edition of the new Act, in 
grouping together under each section the various points 
decided upon similar words of former acts, and which will 
have to be decided upon the section in question. By the 
exercise of much diligence in this respect, and with the addi- 
tion of abundant cross-references, Mr. Wilkinson has pro- 
duced a work which will, we doubt not, be very acceptable 
to the multitude of persons who will have to take part in 
the approaching revisions of the electoral lists. 





The County Courts Act, 1867. By James Epwarp 
Davis, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Author of ‘*A Manual 
of the Practice and Evidence and other Proceedings in the 
County Courts.” London: Butterworths. 1868. 

Mr. Davis’s useful Manual of County Court Practiceis well 
known to the profession. The present is of the nature of a 
supplement to that work, being designed to show what 
changes have been introduced into the jurisdiction and prac- 
tice of the county courts by the Act of last session, the order 
in council of November last, and the rules founded upon 
them. A book such as the present, if taken alone, must of 
course possess the faults of any book dealing with an Act 
which is, in fact, but one fragment of a great mass of con- 
nected legislation. But the present book does not pretend to 
stand alone, and must not therefore be judged as if it did. 
It is a tem get fens oy gs to the larger work, and will, 
no doubt, ™ substantially incorporated in the next edition 
of it. 

Mr. Davis has first an introductory chapter giving in 
outline the effects of the new legislation. He has next 

rinted the Act. itself, appending notes to each section. 

hese notes are most: carefully prepared, and cannot fail to 
be of great use to the multitude of persons who from day to 
day are obliged to consult the Act, In the case of an Act 
such as the one in question, so full of minute and apparently 
arbitrary, but still not inoperative, differences of language 
from the earlier Acts, the assistance of such notes are pecu- 
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liarly needed. Thus, for example, with regard to section 7, 
which provides for sending actions of contract from the 
superior courts to the county courts within eight days after 
service of the writ, it is of the utmost importance that the 
differences between this section and the section of the 
earlier Act which provided for sending such actions for trial 
after issue joined should be fully understood. And yet 
many areader would fail to detect some of themat first sight. 
The notes upon this section afford a good example of 
Mr. Davis's style of annotation. His notes are clear and 
concise, and they are printed in such a type as not to waste 
space. 
ie the same manner, Mr. Davis treats the sections relating 
to discovery, attachment of debts, and equitable defences, 
applied to the county courts by the late order in council. 
e remainder of the book, with the exception of a chap- 
ter on costs, consists of the necessary formal matter, the 
rules, orders, forms, tables of fees, and thelike. In the 
chapter on costs Mr. Davis endeavours, and not unsuc- 
cessfully, to bring order out of the chaos of legislation relat- 
ing to costs in the superior courts as well as in the county 
courts, But in this chapter we find one mistake which has 
caused us no little surprise. Among the enactments as 
to costs still in force, Mr. Davis mentions and sets out 
at length the 84th section of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1860; whereas in point of fact that section is repealed 
by the very Act upon which he is commenting, being one of 
the sections enumerated in schedule (C.), and repealed by 
section 33. 





COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Srarement oF THE Numper or Causes, Petitions, &c., 
disposed of in Court in the week ending Thursday, 
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Vice-Chancellor Malins will be the Vacation Judge 
during the Whitsun recess. 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS. 
(Before Lvsu, J.) 
May 7.—Phillips v. Ex-Governor Eyre. 

Horne Payne applied in this case for leave to adminis- 
ter interrogatories to Mr. Edward John Eyre, the late 
Governor of Jamaica. The affidavits stated that Mr. Alex- 
ander Phillips was a private gentleman, permanently resid- 
ing in 1865 on his own property, in the parish of Vere, and 
Pipe | of Middlesex, in Jamaica. That he had not been in 
the district where the outbreak took place on the 11th 
October, 1865, nor in any part of the district over which 
martial law was pers aTowe | for many weeks previous to the 
said 11th October; that he had not taken any part what- 
ever in the said disturbances, and had not had any commu- 
nication with the persons who were concerned in such dis- 
turbances, nor done any act that could render him an object 
of suspicion. No disturbance of any sort had taken 
place in the parish of Vere, or the county of Middlesex, and 
all the ordi courts of justice were open, and the autumn 
assizes for the county of Middlesex were about to 
take place in due course of law, and Mr. Phillips 
had himself been summoned to act as a juror 
at such assizes. iy f then enumerated various indignities 
and cruelties to which Mr. Philips had, it was alle been 
sa at the instance of the dant. ‘ 

etheram appeared for the defendant, and urged that Mr. 
Eyre should not be called on to answer any interroga- 
tories, because a criminal charge was at this moment pend- 
ing against him in respect of divers assaults, falsc imprison- 
ments, and floggi of which this particular case might 
be, and probably was, one. 

Horne Payne urged, that although the defendant might be 
agi se from answering, upon swearing that the icu- 

answer would tend to criminate him, he could not on 





that grouud oppose the interrogatories being administe: 
and ated Bickford v. Darey, 14 W. R. 900. i 
Lvsu, J., thought it would be better to adjourn the hearing 

i i of. 


until the criminal application had been disposed 





QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(In Banco.—Before the Lorp Cuter Justicz and Buackaurn 
and Hannen, JJ. 
* May 4.—Owen v. Jones. 
Action in Tovt.— Fit for trial in the Superior Court.” 

The action in this case was for illegally taking the plain. 
tiff’s goods in Wales, Willes, J., at chambers, not el 
“ satisfied” (within the term of the statute) that the case 
was fit for the Superior Court, made an order (the plaintiff 
not being able to give security for costs as required) to send 
the case for trial to a Welsh county court. To this order 
the plaintiff objected, substantially, on the ground that as 
the goods were of the value of £20, and the county court 
only had concurrent jurisdiction in cases of tort up to £10, 
the case must necessarily be deemed “ fit for trial in the Supe- 
rior Court.” 

The Hon. G. Denman, Q.C., and Cvoome, for the plaintiff, 
against the judge’sorder; Macintyre and the Hon, A. Thesiger, 
for the defendant, in support of it. 

The Court upheld the order to remove the case for trial 
to a county court, although, for a special reason, the parti- 
cular court to which it was sent was changed. There was 
nothing in the case, they said, of such magnitude or im- 
portance as to require that it should be tried in the Superior 
Courts. 





COMMON PLEAS, 
(In Banco.—Before Lord Chief ‘Justice Bovitt and By.es, 
Kearixe, and Smiru, JJ). 
May 5.—Jn Re an Attorney. 

Right of Attorney's clerks, if duly admitted and certificated, to 

appear as advocates in the county courts. 

J. Brown, Q.C., moved fora rule calling upon the judge of 
the county court of Tunbridge Wells to show cause why he 
should not hear Mr. Rogers, the attorney for the plaintiff 
in an action pending in that court. 

Mr. Rogers had for thirty years regularly taken out his 
certificate as an admitted attorney in the Superior Courts, 
and he was also upon the roll of attorneys practising in the 
Tunbridge Wells County Court. He had a written retainer 
to conduct three actions in the county court on behalf of 
the plaintiff, Mr. Bookham, and on one of these cases coming 
on for hearing, it was stated, inanswer to the judge, that 
Mr. — was clerk to Mr. Stenning, an attorney at Tun- 
bridge Wells, and had been so for sixteen years, but that Mr. 
Stenning had nothing to do with the action, and was not 
even upon the county court roll. The judge, however, 
refusedto hear Mr. Rogers, upon the ground that he was 
clerk to Mr. Stenning, and adjourned the cases. Mr. 
Rogers now contended that he had a right to be heard, and 
the matter depended upon the construction to be put upon 
the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, s. 91, and the 15 &16 Vict. c. 54, 
s. 10. Counsel said that the matter was one of very great 
importance to a respectable and hard-working body of 
—- and he trusted that their lordships would grant 
a rule, 

The Lorp Curer Justice said that it was also important 
that suitors should have proper security when they em- 
ployed attorneys. Further, the matter was important to 
attorneys who were not ina position toemploy other attorneys 
as clerks, and, therefore, would be compelled themselves to 
appear in the county court. Of course it was also important 
to the gentlemen who were so employed as clerks. There 
would, therefore, be a rule. 

Rule granted. 





COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 
(In Banco, before the Lorp Cuter Baron and Manrti, 
Bramwe.1, and Picorr, BB.) 

May 4.—At the sitting of the Court this morning the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer, the Right Hon.G. W. Hunt, attended 
the court attired in his full robes, and took the oaths apper- 
taining tohis office. After he had taken his seat he asked 
the Hon. Mr. Thesiger, the “tubman,”’ if he had anything to 
move. Mr. Thesiger thereupon moved that the fact of the 
Chancellor having taken the oath be recorded. The Chan- 
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cellor said—Let it be recorded, and with that the ceremony 
ended. 

(In Banco.—Before the Lorp Cuter Baroy and Marri 

and Bramwe.t, BB.) 
May 7.—Williams and Another v. The Neath and Brecon Rail- 
way Company and Swansea Canal Company. 
Recovery of costs awarded by a committee of the House of 
Lords on a private bill—28 § 29 Vict. c. 27, ss. 3, 5. 

A bill came before the House of Lords in April, 1866, but 
the promoters not appearing, costs were awarded by the 
committee to the plaintiffs, who were petitioners against the 

oters. In October, 1866, the plaintiffs gave notice to 
the Swansea Canal Company of an application to the taxing 
master to tax the plaintiffs’ costs as against them, alleging 
they were the real promoters of the bill. On October 10, 
the plaintiffs delivered their bill of costs to the Canal Com- 
pany; they were taxed on November 16, and on November 
30 the taxing master delivered his certificate. On April 16, 
1868, the plaintiffs filed a declaration, and signed a judgment 
against the Canal Company without issuing any suit of sum- 
mons. 

Henry James now moved, on the part of the defendants, to 
set aside the judgment on the ground that the taxing 
master’s certificate was given too late, and also that the pro- 
ceedings were irregular for want of a writ. 

Watkin Williams contra. 

The Court held the judgment to be bad, and set it aside, 
with costs. 


BAIL COURT. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, betore Mextor, J., and a Common 
J 





ury. 
May 1.—Fletcher v. Sheppard. 

In this case the defendant had last summer agreed to 
ive the plaintiff £20 for the fruit growing in his garden. 
he defendant not paying, the plaintiff's attorney in October 

wrote to the defendant for payment, at the same time stating 
that the plaintiff would from that time charge interest upon 
the debt. In a week the writ was issued for £20 0s. 3d., the 
3d. being for a week’s interest. The plaintiff's attorney ad- 
mitted that the interest was charged for the purpose of 
justifying the plaintiff in bringing the case in the Superior 
Court, and of enabling him to put the defendant in prison 
ifhe had not any goods, and of obtaining the costs of a 
trial in the Superior Court. 

Crump for the plaintiff. 

Wright, for the defendant, called on the jury not to give 

the plaintiff and his attorney the benefit of this contrivance. 
_Mettor, J., said the question was whether the jury would 
give the 8d. interest. No doubt, the object of the “7 
ature was to send these cases to the county court. ) 
attorney had admitted that the notice of intending to charge 
interest was for the purpose of enabling the plaintiff to bring 
action in this court, where the costs were very much 
heavier than they were in the county court. It was a 
question for the jury whether they would allow the interest. 

The jury found a verdict for the plaintiff for £20 0s, 3d. ~ 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Commissioner Winstow.) 
May 5.—In re F. Andrew. 

The bankrupt was a solicitor, of Southampton- buildings. 
This was a sitting for examination and discharge. i 
on Mg £2,376 the accounts return property held as security 

Lawrance for the assignoes ; Berry, for a creditor, op- 


It appeared that the opposing, creditor and the bankrupt 
had accepted bills for each other, of which they had ob- 
tained the discount from Mr. Beard, solicitor, and others; 
= it was contended that these were accommodation trans- 
actions, 

The Comisstoner did not think thero was anything in 
a cap to prevent the bankrupt passing and receiving his 
order, 


EXETER. 
May 2.—Charles Saunders Wheeley, barrister, of Den- 


terrace, Teignmouth, came up for choice of assignees. The 
total debts were stated to be £3,854, including £3,196 to 
creditors holding security, and the assets—debts, £500 ; 








mortgage on land and mines at Stourbridge, £4,500 ; policy 
ofinsurance, value £85 ; plate and books, £30 ; all held 
secured creditors. No assignee was appointed, and June 
was fixed for the last examination. 


— 


APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Atmartc Rossy, of the Equity Bar, has been 
selected as one of the assistant solicitors to her oes cus 
toms. Mr. Rumsey was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn 
in November, 1857, and has practised as a conveyancer and 
equity draughtsman. 














GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT. 

Sir,—In reply to the letter of “ Articled Clerk,” B. would 
not demise a greater interest than he himself had. C. can 
therefore eject E., who has his remedy against Ht o 

. G. 





Easter Term Examination. 

Sir,—The answer to question No. 15 (common law), given 
in your last issue, seems to me to be incorrect. It is there 
stated that a warranty is “a statement or assurance in writ- 
ing,” &c.; but I know of no statute or will by law which 
requires a warranty on the sale of goods to be ix weit 

A. 


[If our correspondent “ A. E.’’ will refer to the 15th ques 
tion in common law, he will observe that it does not refer to 
a warranty of in particular, but to warranties in 
general. The warranty of title arising from the use of cer- 
tain words in a conveyance must necessarily be in writing. 
So, also, where on the sale of chattels the contract for such 
sale is itself required by law to be in writing, or if not so 
required, is actually in writing, the warranty, if any, must 
bein writing. ] 





Tue QUALIFICATION FoR A CALL TO THE Bar. 

Sir,—A practice has of late arisen of admitting to the Bar 
gentlemen who are engaged in business pursuits. At the 
call to the Bar which took place on Thursday last I am cre- 
dibly informed that one gentlemen, who during the greater 
part, if not the whole, of the time since he entered the inn of 
court to which he belongs, has been engaged in business, 
was admitted to the Bar. 

Although the declaration signed by every candidate for 
admission to one of the inns of court seems directed onl 
against the admission of those who belong to another brent 
of the profession, it surely can never have been intended 
that gentlemen should become members of the profession 
who have already adopted another calling. It is sufficiently 
questionable whether it is desirable that so many “ orna- 
mental ” members ality the Lagos should be : itted— 
gentlemen who qualify merely for the purpose of assuming 
the title of pet irae t-law, and who are frequently totally 
ignorant of every branch of law ; but it must derogate from 
the prestige of the Bar if any person engaged in business 
may obtain that title, if he is willing to keep his twelve 
terms and pay one hundred guineas to a barrister for a cere 
tificate that he has read a year in chambers with him. 

No doubt an effectual remedy would be to oblige every 
student to pass a legal examination before being called to 
the Bar ; and although such a provision might perhaps pre- 
vent some gentlemen from joining us, and thus deprive the 
inns of court of a part of their fees, still it does appear most 
anomalous that in the ponerer which assumes to be yer 
excellence THE learned profession in preference to all others, 
nothing but a pro forma qualification should be required, 
whilst in every other a severe examination is considered 
necessary. The mere pecuniary consideration ought not, 
however, to have any weight where the interest or the status 
of the Bar is at stake ; and I trust that some means may be 
devised by which a practice fraught with eu disad 
to the prestige of the profession may ere long be put 1. stop 
to. : 





eeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society will shortly be held. Examinations, preliminary, 
intermediate, and final are now the rule. A liberal education 
previous to entering upon articles of clerkship your journal 


Sir,—The annual m 
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“has always insisted should be the preliminary’ quali- | 
‘fication of an attorney, as it ought to be with the barrister. | 
-One and the chief test of a liberal education is the possession 
ofa university degree. How many, if any, of.the Council 
of the Law Institution are graduates? Such a small 
number, if not total absence of university men, will not 
be found amongst the governing body of any of the other 
professions. 
Attorneys are numerous enough who have graduated at 
Oxford, Cambridge, or London. There are attornéys who 
have been or are fellows of Trinity. Why are not some of 
these men made lecturers, and why are they not invited to 
seats in the Council, and so to form part of the examining 
body? It would appear that the sole qualification to be at 
what is called the head of our profession is a large and 
lucrative practice. The Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society is composed of such eminent solicitors” that they 
are indifferent or careless of the interests of their younger 
or poorer brethren. Iftheyhad not been so the County Courts 
Act of last session would never have been allowed to pass 
as quietly as it did. Half the attorneys in England are 
interested in the county courts and the costs allowed to 
them in those courts. It was quite right not to oppose the 
abolition of frivolous actions brought in the superior courts 
merely for costs, but it was quite another thing to deprive 
the attorney of all costs whatever in actions under £20, 
which is the present case, unless the fee of 15s. be consi- 
dered as costs. 
If the Council had exerted themselves in the slightest they 
might have extended section 2 of 30 & 31 Vict. c. 142, “The 
County Courts Acts, 1867,” whereby costs are given in cer- 
tain exceptional cases where goods are supplied to defendant 
in the way of his trade (very few in number), to all cases where 
a verdict is recovered foramounts above £5 or where judg- 
ment was allowed to go by default. They might also easily 
have got a clause introduced allowing the attorney or his 
clerk to serve his own summons or subpcena.as in the supe- 
rior courts, instead of everything having to be done through 
the bailiff of the county court, and in many other ways 
rendered that Act less prejudicial to our profession ; but they 
did simply nothing or next to nothing. 
It would, I submit, be of advantage to the profession if 
some “new blood” were introduced into the Council. 


May 7, 1868. x. ¥ 





TAXATION oF Costs—REASONABLE EXPENSES. 


Sir,—The question raised in the case of Bell y. Aitken 
and others, commented on in the first page of your number 
of last week, on the subject of the allowance of the journey 
to London of a country attorney to attend the trial of a 
cause, is one of very great interest to the profession, but still 
more so to the public, but I question very much whether a 
decision either way will be exhaustive and satisfactory, and 
I desire to ask all of your readers whether this is not the 
time for a general revision of ali the customs and principles 
of taxation as carriel out by the masters, both in chancery 
and common law. 

I have no doubt that in the case commented on, the 
attorney of the successful party could tell us of other con- 
sequences of the rules of taxation which press hardly upon 
his client ; the cost of models, the fees of a third counsel, the 
charges (reasonable enough in themselves) of a scientific 
witness to explain the patent to the judge and the jury 
{without which no sane attorney would take a patent case to 
trial), all disallowed, he would probably tell us that the 
amount allowed on taxation does not equa! the amount of his 
disbursements out of pocket by a very large sum. 

The principles adopted at taxations of costs are mostly 
indefensible on grounds of justice, few of them are the 
subject of legislative enactments, most of them are only 
traditional, and are maintained by the masters for their own 
convenience and to spare themselves trouble, and remain 
unaltered because the judges do not trouble themselves to 
interfere with their own officer. Take for instance, the 
stern refusal of taxing masters in every case to allow the 
fees of three counsel, the costs of a shorthand note of 
evidence, a second consultation, written instructions and 
copies of documents to enable pleader to settle declaration, 
andthe like. There aremany cases where these are absolutely 
necessary, the omission of them would subject an attorney to 
an action for negligence by his client, yet the custom of the 
masters’ office, founded on no written rule or decided caso, 
disallows them. 

T donot go so far asto say that the distinction between party 





and rm and attorney and client costs should be wholly 
abolished, but I venture to assert that the only system of 
party and party taxation consonant with common sense and 
justice, is one which will allow to a successful litigant all the: 
costs which he has necessarily been put to in nai or 
defending an action. There would be no difficulty in provin 
the necessity for these extra costs (if I may call them of 
by the oath of the attorney or client, or both, if the master 
and the court have only a discretion, unfettered by tradition 
or custom, to allow what has been actually incurred, and 
does not appear unreasonable. 

This is a question of much greater importance to the public: 
than questions of jurisdiction to local tribunals, which take- 
up so much attention now-a-days. The genus British public: 
objects to a lawyer’s bill in any shape, but his real grievance, 
if he only knows it, is, that. whether he wins or loses asuit he. 
has a large lawyer’s bill to pay. This undoubtedly is a very 
great grievance in these days, and one which calls loudly for 
abatement, and seems not altogether outside the province of 
the judicature commission. In the meantime let us at least. 
have all the arbitrary rules of the taxing offices drawn up,, 
settled, and printed with the sanctioning signatures of the: 
judges, that we may know what is authorised and ane is, 
not. R. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

May 1.—The Friendly Societies Bill—The Ear] of Harrowby 
presented a number of petitions from friendly societies. 
against the Bill, some praying to be heard by counsel. 

The Earl of Litchfield said he had consented, at the re- 
quest of the Government, to pospone the motion for the 
second reading of the Bill until next week. He was anxious to 
remove a misconception regarding the third clause of the bill. 
This clause did not in any way interfere with the power 
given by previous Acts of Parliament to the members 
of friendly societies to insure their own children. It simply 
prevented the children becoming members before they had 
attained the age of seven years. He had introduced this 
Bill mainly to remedy certain evils which existed in some 
of these useful and important institutions of the working 
classes. He would readily consent to the Bill being re- 
ferred to a Select Committee, but on the understanding 
that the Committee would confine themselves to the clauses 
of the Bill. It was also his intention to move the appoint- 
ment of a commission to inquire into the subject of the in- 
surances in friendly societies, and more especially with 
reference to burial socicties. He was satisfied that nothing 
would meet the case but a full and searching inquiry by a 
commission, which would be able to lay before the public & 
satisfactory report as to what was going on among the 
working classes with respect to insurance offices and com- 

anies. 

r The order for the second reading of the Bill was post-- 
poned. 


May 4.—Ministerial Statement.—The Earl of Malmes- 
bury stated that the Prime Minister had placed in her 
Majesty’s hands the resignation of the ministry, which her 
Majesty declined to accept, signifying to him at the same 
time her readiness to dissolve Parliament whenever public 
affairs would permit. f 

The Regulation of Railways Bill.—The Duke of Richmond 
said that, after a careful consideration of the 15th (packed. 
parcels) clause of this Bill, to which exception had been 
taken, he had come to the conclusion that it would be better 
to withdraw the clause altogether. Some amendment ought 
also to be made in the “silk clause.” 

The Bill then passed through committee pro forma and 
was ordered to be printed and recommitted on Monday. 
next. 

The Petty Sessions and Lock-up Houses Bill was read & 
third time and > 


May 5.—The Friendly Societies Bill—The Earl of Lieh- 
field, in moving the second reading of this Bill, explained 
its provisions. The 3rd clause, which had been much mis- 
understood, did not interfere with the 9th clause of the 
present Act, under which members are able to insure 
their children’s lives for amounts sufficient to defray funeral 
expenses ; though he could not but remark that such a pro- 
coeding was not contemplated when the Act was ) pare The 
next clause would prevent the transfer of members from onv 
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society to another without their express consent. The next 

int to which his Bill referred was the forfeiture of beneiits 
which frequently occurred in consequence of the failure of 
the collector to call for the subscriptions of members. It 
appeared only fair that the claim should not be forfeited with- 
out distinct notice that forfeiture would take place if arrears 
were not paid by a certain time. The Bill also provided 
the means of a more certain and speedy redress, by proceed- 
ing against the collector or agent in the place where the 
members lived. He could not see any objection to the in- 
corporation of these societies under the Friendly Societies 
Act. He then called attention to petitions which had been 
presented against the Bill, adpeicinlly on behalf of three so- 
cieties which he afterwards named. 

He pointed out that in each of these societies the funds 
in hand were considerably less than the annual income, 
whereas all actuaries concurred that societies established 
above a certain number of years must be inevitably insolvent 
unless the reserved fund exceeded one year’s income. In 
the Victoria Legal Society these was an inaccuracy of 
£1,400 in the accounts, and in the United Legal the 
expenditure was extravagant. The petitions which had 
been presented yaa the Bill had been mainly got up by 
acircular from the President of the Liver Society, which 
described the Bill as an attempt to curtail, crush, and destroy 
friendly societies and working men’s clubs, and to place 
them entirely under the control of a paternal Government. 
Another circular had been sent out by the secretary of a 
different sooty urging its collectors and agents to get up 
petitions signed by all persons above fourteen years of age, 
on the allegation that the Government were attempting to 
set up a system of assurance themselves, and to rob the 
poor by taking from them the management of their own 
affairs. In this case the petitions came from societies in 
which it could not be said that the members had any voice 
in the management; they were managed by com- 
mittees composed only of collectors and agents in 
the different places where the members resided. Three 
societies which had presented a large number of petitions 
against the Bill were the Royal Liver, the Victoria Legal, 
and the United Legal. These three societies not only pe- 
tioned against the Bill, but prayed to be heard against it—a 
proceeding which dauy meant that statements might be 
made by the various collectors employed by the societies as 
to what they considered the importance of the business car- 
ried on by the societies. One of the clauses of the Bill, bear- 
ing on all societies alike, was to the effect that in all cases 
where a person'was admitted a member a policy should be 
given to him witha copy of the rules. The next point pro- 
vided for by the Bill was that the annual statement of ac- 
counts required to be made to the Registrar, under the 
Friendly Societies Act, should be made before March, in- 
stead of before June, in order that more time might be al- 
lowed for taking proceedings, whenever proceedings were 
rendered necessary by inaccuracies in the accounts. The 
Bill would also require a detailed statement of accounts to be 
made, specifying the sources from which the income was 
derived; great difficulty attached to any action taken with 
the object of providing for the auditing of the accounts of 
those societies, and he did not contend that the Government 
should take upon itself the responsibility of seeing that their 
rules were sufficient, and ascertaining from time to time that 
they were solvent. The mere publicity, however, which would 
be given to the state of their affairs by means of the audit 
provided for by the clause, under the authority of a county 
court judge, would have the best possible effect in the way 
of warning persons not to join a society which was shown 
to bein an unsatisfactory position. The ninth clause had been 
framed expressly to aid affiliated societies, by saving them 
the trouble and inconvenience which were the consequence of 
their being obliged to have the rules of theirdifferent branches 
and | throughout the country separately certified ; but, 
asho un eretond ties was some objection to the clause on the 
part of these affiliated societies, he should offer no opposition 
to its being withdrawn. The tenth clause was meant to 
give a greater amount of control to such societies over the 
small branches and lodges which formed a portion of the great 
whole. He would therefore provide that in the event of a 
lodge being separated from the main society, by refusing 
to comply with its'rules, under the circumstances which he 
had described, a'county court judge might make an order 


that the interest of a member in that lodge should behanded 
over to the central society, the socicty taking upon itself the 
responsibility of that member's sup’ He: now asked 


their lordships to-read that Bill the second time, having 





already agreed to its being referred to a: Select Committee, 
confining itself strictly to the clauses of the Bill, and not 
going into the a barges of grey as sce in all 
its bearings. subject ought to searching] 
investigated ; and it would be worse than one to ceed 
that otherwise than through a Royal Commission. P 

The Earl of Harrowby and the Earl of Malmesbury 
queried whether, ifthe subject demanded an investigation by- 
a Royal Commission, it was well, in anticipation of that 
inquiry, to add one more to the many Acts upon the subject. 

The Bill was read a second time. 

May 7.—The Capital Punishment within Prisons Bill was 
read a second time, 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

May 4.—Ministerial Statement.— Mr. Disracli stated” 
that he had placed in the hands of her Majesty the resigna- 
tions of the ministry, which her Majesty had declined to 
accept, signifving to him at the same time her readiness to 


dissolve Parliament whenever the public business would” 


permit. He had, under these circumstances, advised her 
Majesty that if every effort were made to expedite business, 
and if the House of Commons would cordially co-operate 
there might be a dissolution next autumn. He stated also, 
with reference to Mr. Gladstone’s Irish Church Resolutions, 
though he should give a hearty negative to the second and 
third Resolutions, he would, holding them to be corollaries 


of the first, not enter into any protracted debate or formal” 


division upon them, and he promised to give Mr. Gladstone 
the earliest Government night to go on with the debate. 
But to Mr. Gladstone’s motion to postpone the orders of the 
day until the Resolutions had been disposed of he added 
that he should give a most unqualified opposition. 

Mr. Gladstone said the duty of the Opposition was, to 
push on the Resolutions, and pass the Suspensory Act, 


which would declare the mind of the present Parliament,. 


and prepare the way for the action of the next. He 
accepted Mr. Disraeli’s offer of the earliest Government 
night. 

‘May 5.—Municipal Corporations for the Metropolis.—Mr. 
John Stuart Mill, in introducing these Bills, said they were 
substantially the same as those of last year. The central 
Government could not do everything, and, besides, there 
had alway been a jealously of the central Government, and 
a feeling in favour of local administration by means of a 
municipality. Now London had only the benefit of a muni- 
cipality in that which was originally the whole of its extent 
—the city proper. With that exception the local govern- 
ment of the metropolis was a parish government. What 
other town in the kingdom would be satisfied with a parish 
administration extending over the greater portion of its area. 
The government of London by means of vestries had endured 


long enough. A few figures would show the importance of © 


the local affairs which had to be administered. In 1840; 
London was rated on £6,000,000 ; in 1866, this amount had. 
risen to nearly £14,500,000. The expenditure of the metro- 
polis was growing and amounted now to nearly £3,000,000° 
a-year. Since its establishment the Metropolitan Board had 
raised £2,180,000 by rates and £5,581,000 by loans ; and the 
vestries spent £2,784,000 annum. Then as to the legis- 
lation which was needed for the regulation of the metropolis 
he would only quote what Lord Brougham said in 1837— 
that in the parish of Marylebone alone, since 1795, the 
local legislation filled a volume containing 480 pages, being 
much greater than the Code Napoleon; or certainly than 
the Code Civile. In London a double system of muni-- 


cipality was requisite; the whole duties were too much for - 
one body. Accordingly the Bills provided a set of muni-. 


cipalities, one for each borough grouped round that of 
the city: each of these municipalities would discharge 
such duties as did not 
of the whole, and there would in addition be one central 
municipality. The Bill provided accordingly for the crea- 
tion of a corporation of London. 

The Bill was read a first time. 

Stockbrokers in Ireland—A Bill by Mr. Pim and Sir B- 
Guinness to amend the Irish Act of 39 Geo. 3, entitled an Act 
for the better regulation of stockbrokers, was read a first 
time 


Compound Householders.—Mr. Schreiber asked the First Lord 
of the Treasury when he would state what recommenda- 
tions he was prepared to make for the enfranchisement of 
“compound householders in parishes not within existin 
borough boundaries, but which might be wholly or in pait 


require consideration on behalf’ 
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added to boroughs,” and of whom the Boundary Commis- “That when legislative effect shall be given to the first 
sioners “they will be precluded from qualifying | resolution of this Committee respecting the Established 
as voters in the year 1869, unless some special provision is | Church of Ireland, it is right and necessary that the grant 
made for their protection.” He found no reference to the | to the College of Maynooth and the Regiwm Donum shall 
matter in the Wonindary Bill as laid upon the table. be discontinued, dua regard being had to all personal in-. 

Mr. Disraeli said it had been considered e ient that | terests.”’ 
the remedy required should not be included in the Boundary The Irish Reform Bill was read a second time. 
Bill as laid upon the table, but that when the measure had The Documentary Evidence Bill passed through Committee. 
gone t committee he should, if necessary, propose a 


clause upon the subject. 


May 6.—Mines Assessment Bill—Mr. L. Wyndham 
moved the second reading. The grievance to be remedied 
was that property yielding £6,400,000 paid nothing tothelocal 
rates throughout land. Mines drew into these localities 
large numbers of workmen, whose families, to some extent, 
became burdens on the parish, without the mine-owner 
having contributed anything to the rates. Similarly the 
roads were worn out by the heavy cartage, the mine-owner 
paying nothing towards repair. He then explained the pro- 
visions of the Bill. 

The Hon. G. Denman hoped the whole question of assess- 
ment would soon be dealt with. 

Mr. Pugh approved of the Bill, as in accordance, not only 
with the recommendations of the Lords’ Committee, but 
with the opinion of the Court of Exchequer as expressed in 
Crease v. Sawle. 

x some more observations as to the principle of rating 
which should be adopted, the Bill was a second time. 

Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Court Bill.—Mr. C. 
Forster, in moving the second reading, said the object 
was to prevent very great delays which now occurred in the 
Divorce Court. At present appeals against decrees in that 
court could not be lodged during the Parliamentary recess. 
The Bill would abolish that prohibition. Next, it would 
take away the right of appeal in undefended cases. He 
believed this right was of no practical use, because no one 
would submit to have a decree pronounced by default if he 
had a good case. Lastly, it would allow appeals inst a 
decree nisi. He understood that this last provision was the 
one which was likely to meet with most opposition. It 
would, perhaps, be urged that such a permission would be an 
anomaly in the practice of Courts. But it must be remem- 
bered that for some time after the institution of the Divorce 
Court there was only one decree which was final, and that 
the decree wisi had been introduced only to give the Queen’s 
Proctor an opportunity of intervening if collusion was sus- 
pected, as between the parties the decree wisi was final if a 
third party did not intervene. 

The Solicitor-General would not make any objection to the 
second reading. The Bill provided a remedy for the dela, 
occasioned by parties not being allowed to lodge appe 
during the Parliamentary recess; -but he could not promise 
his support to the Bill beyond that point. The power to 
a before a final decree would be an anomaly. 

. M. Chambers argued in favour of the appeal on a 
decree nisi, on the ground that as between the parties that 
decree became final on a given day as a matter of course. 

The Bill was read a second time. 

_ May 7.—The Bribery Bill.—Mr. Mill gave ' notice that 
in Committee he should move various amendments tending 
to provide a substitute for some valuable provisions of an 
Act of Parliament which the Bill pro to repeal, and 
which related to petitions complaining of general and exten- 
sive corrupt practices. 

The Established Church in Ireiand.—In Committee Mr. 
Gladstone moved his remaining Resolutions,—viz: (2) 
“ That subject to the foregoing considerations (the preserva- 
tion of vested rights), it is expedient to prevent the crea- 
tion of new personal interests by the exercise of any public 
patronage, and to confine the operations of the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners of Ireland to objects of immediate necessity, 
or such as involve individual rights, pending the final 
decision of Parliament.” 8) “That an humble Address, 
be presented to her Majesty, humbly to pray that 
with a view to preventing, by legislation during 
the present Session, the creation of new personal 
interests through the exercise of any public patron- 
age, her Majesty would be gracioualy pleased to 
Pp at the > — sal — her interest in the 
temporalities ishopiics, bishoprics, and other 
ecclesiastical dignitics and benefices ies lecleadh andl in the 
aetiers rancid 

wing resolution r. Whitbread, amended b 
Mr. Gladstone, was also canted — 4 / 





The Vagrant Act Amendment Bill was. read. a second. 
time. 





IRELAND. 


Mr. T. R. Henn, Q.C., Chairman of Quarter Sessions. 
County Carlow, has been appointed to the Chairmanship of 
County Galway, vacant by the death of Mr. Longfield, Q.C. 

Mr. J. P. Hamilton has been appointed to the Chairman-- 
ship of Carlow. 

Mr. J. F. Yeo has been appointed Clerk of the Rules for- 
the Court of Queen’s Bench. 

The Attorney-General has appointed Mr. J. L. Litton, 
gia Crown Prosecutor for the County Long--. 
fo: 


Mr. Exham, Q.C., has been appointed senior Crown Prose- 
pe gd Kerry, in place of Mr. Henn, Q.C., who has re- 
signed, 


FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 
Court or APPEALS OF New York. 
Trevor v. Wood. 

Where parties residing at a distance from each other agree to: 
communicate by telegraph in their business transactions, the 
same rules apply in determining whether a contract has been 
made as in cases of communications by letter. 

Therefore, an offer accepted by telegraph constitutes a contract, 
although the party making the offer attempts to revoke it before 
his receipt of the acceptance, 

An acceptance by letter of an offer is sufficient to make a con-- 
tract, not by virtue of being sent through the public mail, but 
beeause it is an overt act manifesting the intention of the ac-. 
ceptor, and thus making the aggregatio mentium which is the 
essence of a contract. 

This was an appeal from a judgment of the Supreme 
Court of New York reversing a judgment entered upon the 
report of the referee, to whom the case had been referred.. 

The appellants were dealers in bullion in New York, andi 
the respondents were dealers in bullion in New Orleans.. 
In 1859, they agreed to deal with each other in the pur- 
chase and sale of dollars, and that all communications be- 
tween them in reference to such transactions should be by 
telegraph. 

On 80th January, 1860, the appellants telegraphed from 
New York, to the respondents, at New Orleans, asking at 
what price they would sell one hundred thousand Mexican. 
dollars, On 31st of the same month the respondents an- 
swered that they would deliver fifty thousand at seven and’ 
one-fourth, and on the same day the appellants telegraphed 
from New York, to the defendants at New Orleans, as 
follows : 

*¢To John Wood & Co. : Your offer fifty thousand Mexi-- 
cans at seven and one-quarter nepegees ; send more if you 
can, REVOR & COLGATE.” 

At the same time the appellants sent by mail to the- 
respondents a letter acxpenian ing ~ neve of their: 
telegram, and copying the ap ts’ telegraphic answer. 
On the same rnp beware had also sent by mail a 
letter to the appellants, copying respondents’ telegram of” 
that date. On the next day (Ist February, 1860), the ap- 
pellant again telegraphed to the reapencnni as follows :. 

‘‘To John Wood & Co,: Accepted by telegraph yester- 
day your offer for fifty thousand Mexicans; send as many: 
more, same price, Reply. Trevor & CoLcate.” 

This telegram, as well as that of 3lst January, from the 
appellants, did not reach the respondents until 10 a. s. om 
4th February, 1860, in consequence of some derangement 
ert ohn the line used by the appellants, but which was 
not wn. to the appellants until 4th February, when the 
telegraph company reported the line down, On 8rd Feb- 


ruary the respondents telegraphed to the appellants as: 





follows : “ No answer to our despatch—dollars are sol si 
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‘and on the same day they wrote by mail to the same effect. 
The appellants received this despatch on the same day, 
-and answered it on the same day, as follows: ‘‘To John 
Wood & Co.: Your offer was ted on receipt ;” and 
‘again the next day ‘‘The dollars must come, or we will 
hold you responsible. Reply, Trevor & CoLGate;” and 
again, on 4th February, insisting on the dollars being sent 
« by this or next steamer,” and saying, ‘‘Don't fail to send 
the dollars at any price.” On the same 4th February, the 
respondents telegraphed to appellants, “ No dollars to be 
had, We may ship by steamer, twelfth, as you pro- 
posed, if we have them.”’ No dollars were sent, and this 
action was brought to recover damages for an alleged 
breach of contract in not delivering them. 

The referee found for plaintiff 219.33 dols., but the Su- 
preme Court, at General Term, reversed this and entered 
judgment for the defendants. 

ScrcaHam, J.—The offer of the respondents was made 
on the 3ist January, and they did not attempt to revoke it 
until the Srd of February, The offer was accepted 7 the 
appellants. before, but the respondents did not obtain 
knowledge of the acceptance until after, this attempted re- 
vocation. The principal question, therefore, which arises 
in the case is, whether a contract was. created by this ac- 
ceptance, before knowledge of it reached the respondents- 

The case of Mactier v. Frith, inthe late Court of Errors 
(6 Wend. 103), settles this precise question, and was so 
regarded by this Court in Vassar v. Camp, 1 Kern. 441, 
where it is said that the principle established in the case 
of Mactier v. Frith was, ‘‘ that it was only necessary that 
tthere should be a concurrence of the minds of the parties 
upon a distinct proposition, manifested by an overt act; 
that the sending of a letter announcing a consent to the 
proposal was a sufficient manifestation, and consummated 
the contract from the time it was sent, ’’ 

‘There is nothing in either the case of Mactier v. Frith, nor 
‘in that ef Vassar v. Gamp, indicating that this effict is 
given to the sending of a letter, because it is sent by mail 
‘through the public post-office; and, in fact, the letter re- 
ferred to in the first case could not have been so sent, for 
ut was to go from the city of New York to Jacmel, in the 
island of St. Domingo, between which places there was at 
that time no communication by mail, 

The sending df a letter accepting the proposition is regarded 
as an acceptance, because it is an overt act, clearly manifest- 
ing the intention of the party sending to close with the offer of 
him to whom it is sent, and thus making that “ aggregatio 
mentium” which is necessary to complete a contract. 

Mr. Justice Marcy, in delivering the leading opinion in 
Mactier v. Freth, says, ‘‘ What shall constitute an aceept- 
ance will depend, in great measure, upon circumstances. The 
mere determination of the mind, unacted on, can never be an 
aceeptanee. Where the offer is by letter, the usual mode of 
acceptance is the sending of a letter announcing a consent to 
accept ; where it is made by a messenger, a determination to 
accept, returned through him, or sent by another, would seem 
to beall the law requires, if the contract may be consummated 
without writing. There are other actions which are equally 
conelusive upon the parties; keeping silence, under certain 
circumstances, is an assent to a proposition ; anything that 
shall amount toa manifestation of a formed determination to 
accept, Communicated, or putin the proper way to be com- 
municated to the party making the offer, would doubtless com- 
plete the contract.” 

It was a between these parties that their business 
Should be transacted through the medium of the telegraph, 
The object of this agreement was to substitute the tele. 
‘graph for other methods of communication, and to give to 
‘their transactions by it the same force and validity they 
would derive if they had been performed through other 
agencies, 

In accordance with this agreement, the offer was made by 
telegraph to the appellants in New York; and the acceptance, 
addressed to the respondents in New Orleans, was immediately 
despatched from New York, by order of the appellants, 

It, cannot, therefore, be said that the appellants did not put 
‘their acceptance in a proper way to be communicated to the 
‘tespondents, for they adopted the method of communication 
which had been in the transaction by the respondents, and 
‘which had been selected by prior agreement between them, as 
‘that by means of which their business should be transacted. 

Under these cirenmstances the sending of the despatch must 
be regarded as an acceptance of the respondents’ offer, and 
‘thereupon the contract became complete. 








Icannot conceive upon what principle an agreement te 
communicate by telegraph can be held to be in effect a warrant 
by each party that his communication to the other shall be 
received. On the contrary, by agreeing beforehand to adopt 
that means of commuuication, the parties mutually assume its 
hazards, which are principally as to the prompt receipt of the 
despatches. 

The referee finds as a fact that the respondents answered the 
telegram of the appellants, asking at what price they would 
sell 100,000 Mexican dollars, by ancther telegram, as follows, 


viz.: 

“* Trevor & Colgate, New York : Will deliver fifty thousand 
at seven and one-quarter, per Moses Taylor. Answer. 

“Jonn Woop & Co.” 

It was proved on the trial that this telegram was sent by the 
respondents, and a letter of the same date, signed by them, re- 
peating the telegram, and stating that they had sent it, was 
read in evidence. 

This affords sufficient evidence of subscription by the res- 
pondents to take the case out of the Statute of Frauds. 

The judgment should be reversed. 

All the judges coneurring except Bockesand Grover, JJ., 
who concurred only in the result. 

Judgment reversed. 





Storm v. Whites 
A promise to “call and settle,” if certain funds came to hand, 
will not take a debt out of the Statute of Limitations. 

Opinion by Hang, J. 

The action in this case was for the price of board, and the 
defence a plea of the Statute of Limitations. The plaintiff's 
daughter, when called at the trial, stated that she went to see 
the defendant, who said in substance that he was unable to pay 
the debt then, but would when he received the amount of a 
certain order, and on being further interrogated promised to 
call on the plaintiff at Christmas and settle. 

It is obvious that this evidence was not sufficient to take the 
case out of the statute. The promise as first made was con- 
ditional to pay the debt when in funds, and no proof was 
given that such funds were received ; and.if the subsequent 
cngasanent was absolute, still the language used was not 
sufficiently clear to indicate that the defendant meant to bind 
himself absolutely for the payment of the debt. To settle is 
in the primary sense of the term to fix the amount due by 
computation ; and if the word is sometimes synonymous with 
payment, it cannot safely be assumed to have been used in that 
sense in the present instance. Taking the conversation as @ 
whole, the defendant was evidently striving to avoid, not to 
assume responsibility, and to escape from the shame of refus- 
ing to pay a just debt under the cover of ambiguous language. 
The point was reserved and judgment is now entered upon it 
in favour of the the defendant. 

[Vide Haydon v. Williams ;7 Bing. 163, Hodges v. Graham, 
A. & N. 49; Edmonds v. Davies, 2 Cr, & M.459,—Ep, 8. J.] 








OBITUARY. 


MR. T. E. CHITTY. 

We have to announce the death of Thomas Edward 
Chitty, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, and Clerk of Assize to the 
Western Circuit, who expired at his residence in Blandford- 

uare on the 4th of May, at the age of 41 years. The late 

r. Chitty was educated at Oriel College, Oxford, where 
he et as B.A. in 1850, having taken a third class in 
in classics. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in January, 1855, and formerly practised on the Northern 
Circuit, but has Soxnomene! poner peat bree Grek of Assize on 
the Western Circuit. He will.be much regretted by the 
profession, to whom he was well known as the author and 
editor of several valuable works. 


J. H. WILLIAMS, ESQ. 

The late John Howard Williams, Esq., Solicitor, of 16, Bed- 
ford-row, and 18, Cumberland-terrace, Regent’s-park, who 
died on the 27th ult., after a very short illness, at the resi- 
dence of his friend, John H. Buchan, Esq., was the son of 
Thomas Williams, Esq., of Southampton. He was born in 
1810, admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1836, and for 
nearly te ree was a member of the long established firm 
of Winter, Williams, & Co. He was a member of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, of the Solicitor’s Benevolent Associa- 
tion, and of the Law Association, and a Commissioner in 
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Chancery. The deceased was of a most courteous and affable 
manner, and a painstaking and highly honourable and re- 
«spected practitioner. He has left a widow, but no surviving 
issue. 
MR. C. P. BARTLEY. 

We have to record the death of Charles Pitt Bartley, 
Esq., Solicitor (Bartleys & Saxton), of 30, Somerset-street, 
Portman-square, who expired at his Brighton residence, 
Denmark-terrace, on the 3rd of May, after a lingering 
illness. Mr. Bartley, who was in his seventy-sixth year, 
was certificated as an attorney as far back as Michaelmas 
Term, 1815. He. was formerly in partnership with Mr. 
Walter Southwood ; but the business of the firm has latterly 
been conducted by his son, Mr. Henry John Bartley, and 
ye Charles Saxton, under the style and title of Bartleys 
& Saxton. 


MR. S. L. ACLAND. 


The death of Samuel Lawford Acland, Esq., Solicitor, 
of Bombay, took place at Nice on the 6th April, at the age 
of thirty-seven years. Mr. Acland was certificated as a 
notary in Hilary Term, 1852, and soon after proceeded to 
Bombay, where a relative of his, Mr. Lawford Acland, was 
for many years Government solicitor. -He joined the firm 
of Acland & Prentis, which occupies a high position in 
the legal profession of the western capital of India. 





MR. H. H. BURCHELL-HERNE. 
ores me? Harper Burchell-Herne, Esq., Barrister-at- 
Law, of the Middle Temple, died athis seat, Bushey Grange, 
Herts, on the 5th May. Mr. Burchell-Herne, who had 
reached the age of 73 years, was called to the bar in April, 
1819. He was a Deputy-Licutenant for Herts, and served 
‘the office of High Sheriff of that county in 1847. 


MR. W. F. ROBSON. 
‘The death is reported of William Frogatt Robson, Esq., 
‘Solicitor, which took place at Brompton-square on the 5th of 
May, at the age of sixty-one years. Mr. Robson was ad- 
-mitted to practise as an attorney in Easter Term, 1828, and 
had for many years been solicitor to the Admiralty. 











SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 
. President, Mr. Hunter. 

At the Law Institution on Tuesday last Mr. Beal (on be- 
half of Mr. Kenrick) opened a debate on the following ques- 
tion :—Should the Irish Church cease as an Establishment, 
and be disendowed ?” The opener took the affirmative side 
and was followea by several other speakers, both pro and 
con. Ultimately, on the motion of Mr Warmington, the de- 
bate was adjourned to the next meeting. The number of 
members present was thirty-five, 





ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

At a meeting of this society, held in Clement’s-inn Hall, on 
‘Wednesday evening, the 6th inst., with Mr. J. W. Drummond 
in the chair, it was moved by Mr. Davis “ That the plea of 
guilty should not be accepted by the judge in any case.” 
After a very animated discussion the motion was lost bya 
majority of nine. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS AT EASTER TERM 
FINAL EXAMINATION. 
CrruinaL Law anv ProceEpincs BerornE MacistTrares. 
(By G. Kewnicx, Esq., Solicitor.) 

1, Perjury is a false statement, on a fact. material to the 
issue under consideration, made by a party or witness under 
the sanction of an oath legally administered ; subornation of 
perjury is the procuring of the commission of the offence of 
perjury. (4 Step. Com. 321, 323.) 

_ 2. To support an indictment for subornation of perjury it 
is ni to prove that perjury has actually been com- 
mitted. The previous subornation is laid in the indictment 
to the effect that the prisoner solicited or induced the per- 





jurer to make the false statement knowing the same to be 
false, or that by making such statement he would be guilty 
of perjury. The mere production of tlie record showing con- 
viction for perjury will not be sufficient. (Archibald’s 
Criminal Evidence, p. 772.) 

8. A person who maliciously destroyed a work of art ina 
public museum would be liable to conviction for a misde- 
meanour and to imprisoment for any term not exceeding six 
months with cr without hard labour, or if a male under six: 
teen with or without whipping, and in addition to these 
remedies a person so acting will be liable to an action for 
damages. (24 & 25 Vict. c. 97, 8. 39.) 

4. The consequences of a conviction may be mitigated or 
avoided after conviction by the conviction being quashed 
by the Court of Queen’s Bench, or the defendant being ac- 
quitted by the Court for Crown Cases Reserved, or by the 
Crown exercising its prerogative for pardon or mitigation of 
penalty. 

5. The 7& 8 Vict. c. 96, gives power to a defendant to 
plead the truth of a libel as a defence to an indictment 
for that offence. 

6. A solicitor who concealed any instrument relating to 
the title to land contracted to be sold would be liable, if the 
document were material to the title and was concealed 
by him with intent to defraud the purchaser, to conviction 
for a misdemeanour and to a fine or imprisonment not ex- 
ceeding two years, in addition to any common law remedy 
against him for damages at the suit of the purchaser (22 & 23 
Vict. c. 35, 8. 24.) 

7. The followingare instances in which a witness is privi- 
leged against answering questions put to him on the 
ground of injurious consequences of a civil character and of 
a criminal character respectively :— 

i. Where the answer would have a tendency to expose 
him to a penalty or forfeiture, if the judge on enquiring 
into the objection is satisfied that such would be the case. 

ii. Where the answer would tend to expose witness to the 
consequences of a criminal prosecution. (Arch. Crim. Evi- 
dence, 254.) 

8. Proceedings in bankruptcy may be proved by produc- 
tion of the Gazette containing the advertisement, and this 
is conclusive evidence against the bankrupt in criminal as 
well as in civil cases. 

9. A confession by an accused person is not admissible in 
evidence against him where it has been induced by a threat 
or promise, or if made on examination before a magistrate 
without a previous caution (4 Step. Com. 513). 

10. If a servant absents himself from his master’s service 
he is liable on a summary conviction to imprisonment, and 
to be kept to hard labour for a term not exceeding three 
months, and the justices may make an order that a propor- 
tionate part of the wages due to such servant shall be abated 
to such servant during the imprisonment, or they may order 
all the wages whether due or to accrue due to be abated 
(11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, s. 24), 

11. In general, husbands and wives cannot give evidence 
against each other in criminal proceedings ; the exceptions 
are treason, forcible abduction and marri of the wife, or 
violence to the person of either. (4 Step. Com. 615). 

12. The evidence of young children and of lunatics is ad- 
missible provided in the case of infancy the child appears 
sufficiontly to understand the nature and moral obligations 
of an oath, and in such a case the competency and value of 
the evidence will be judged of by the understanding of the 
child. A lunatic may give evidence of a valuable description 
during a lucid interval which will be admissible quantum 
valeat. 

13. The time limited for a remand of a prisoner is cight 
days (11 & 512 Vict. c. 42). 

14. Ifa person apprehend that bodily harm will be done 
him by another, he should lay a complaint upon oath before 
a justice of the peace, and thereupon the person threatening 
the injury will be ordered to keep the peace and will be 
bound over to that effect by recognizances in the usual way. 
In default of finding sureties the person charged would be 
committed to prison for a Blas he ge not exceeding twelve 
months. 

15. Justices of the peace are liable to actions in respect of 
acts done by them in such their capacity, if such acts are in 
excess of their jurisdiction, or are done within their jurisdic- 
tion but maliciously and without probable cause. In such 
actions the conviction or order must be first quashed, and an 
action will not lie for issuing a warrant if a summons h 
been first issued and disobeyed and a warrant issued 
thereupon (11 & 12 Vict., c. 44). 
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CANDIDATES ¥ WHO PASSED THE FINAL EX- 
AMINATION. 


Easter Term, 1868. 


Names of Candidates. 


Archer, Harold ...........566 
Ball, George Ericsen 
Bayly, Arthur Octavius ... 


Becket, John William ...... 
Beldan, Richard ............ 
‘Bennett, William 
e, Alfred William ... 
Bottercll, John James Dun- 
ville 


Penne neon eam eee eee eeeeeeees 


Bridges, Edward Torlesse ... 
Buckler, Thomas Warr ...... 
Buller, William Templer ... 
Busk, Edward Henry 
Byron, William Averell “fs 


‘Campbell, Brabazon 
Mhalk;, Frank | .......0saseas so 
Challinor, Charles Edward 

Courtis 


COP Oee een eee rerereceeeee 


Chapman, Charles ............ 
Chappell, . Cecil 
Cheston, Charles B.A. . 


Cockin, John Garforth ...... 
Cooper, Henry Stanley ...... 
Cooper, William ............... 
Crossman, Alexander 
Dawson, John 
Edmonds, Chas. ............... 
Edwards, William Osbert ... 
Eldridge, John Robey ...... 


Elliott, Alfred Wood ...... 
Elliott, Thomas Whitaker 
egy Thomas Cooper, 


oP e eee Ce Teerre ry? 


Genn, William James, jun. 
Granger, Alfred William ... 


‘Gresham, Thomas ............ 
Gribble, John Ivie ............ 
Hall, Albert 


Hardy, Thomas William ... 
omas William . 
os ie William Sidney 


eee re Cece e rere rc er rersy 


Holbeche, Thomas Vincent 


Holmes, Thomas John 
Jackson, Richard ............ 
Jones, "William Games ...... 
Joseph, Geo. Solomon B.A. 
Julian, Frederick Mason ... 
Kidson, Charles ............0.. 


Kilby, Harry ... 


Lacy, Charles Edward ...... 
Lade, Thomas Newman .. 


Leppington, Hildyard ...... 
Lewis, John Vaughan ...... 
Linaker, William Henry ... 
Lodge, Charles ... a 

ngden, James Appleby We 


Lowthian, George Edmund 
Lumb, W William Wilkin 
Mangnall, Wilbraham 
Manley, Albert . 


Cee eee eeeeereeeees 


To whom Article d, Assigned, &c. 


George Josselyn. 

George William C. Dean. 

Jonathan Weymouth ; F. G. 
Foster. 

Alfred Smith. 

Edward beg 

Henry D 

William 


John Archbould; R. Arch- 
bould. 

Nathaniel Bridges. 

Charles Edward Morley. 

Henry Augs. Templer. 

William Strickland Cookson. 

John §S. Marshall; William 
Ascroft. 

George C. Greenway. 

Marshall Turner. 


Charles John Allen; Ed- 
ward Challinor. 

William Moore. 

Frederick Patey Chap 

Chester Cheston ; en enry 
James Francis. 

William Foster. 

John Cooper. 

Thomas Cooper. 

Robert Shum. 

John Cooper. 

Andrew Percival. 

Richard Francis Leake. 

James Eldridge ; James 
Richard Upton. 

George Meadows. 

Charles Augustus Welby. 


H. P. Southey ; William 
A an 
omas N. Farquhar; Joseph 
leak, ; Josep 


ooalle. 


ech. 
William James Genn. 
William Lisle ; 


Crosby. 

William Gresham. 

John 8. Clay. 

Thomas Ainsworth; John 
Dean. 

Peregrine Watson. 

Edwin Eddison; John Trotter. 


James 


Charles Harrison, jun. 

Henry Addenbrooke ; Hy. 
M. Griffiths ; John Liffe. 

Joseph Francis Holmes. 

William Compton Smith. 

William Games. 

Fitz Henry Tayler. 

John Luke Haigh. 

John meena illiam Cross- 


John Kilby; Thomas Z, 

0. 

Reginald fay Wilkins. 

George John Cuddon; A. 
John Miles. 

John B. Ingle. 

John Worsley Phillips. 

William Welsby ; Henry 
Brown White. 

Henry Yewdall. 

William Henry Bramwell ; 
John G. Hargreaves. 

Isaac Lowthian. 

William Lumb, jun. 

Robert G. Hinnell. 

William Hewett Manley. 





Names of Candidates. 
Marshall, Ed. Gleadowe, B.A. 


Mason, Campbell ........ 

Mountford, John Wollaston 
Oppenheim, Henry Samuel 
Osbourn, Henry ............04 


Pardoe, Herbert .........cs006 
Presswell, Henry Jardine . 
Pridham, Edmund ......... 
Priestman, Thomas 
Roscorla, John, jun. ......... 
Rutter, James Martin, jun. 
BCOGG,, SODD...ve-)-00..0-ceceescres 
Sharman, Charles Edward . 

Smith, Henry ..........0000 eae 


Taylor, Chas. John Henry... 
Tyzack, Benjamin Joseph . 
Vino azth Thomas William 
Ward John, | jun.. 
Whiteside, Henry “Jackson 
Williams, Peter .......... 


Willoughby, George ......... 
Wise, Samuel Charles ..... 
Woodcock, Edward Holme 
Woodhouse, Francis, B.A. . 


To whom Articled, Assigned, &c. 

James Crowdy; William E. 
Wooler. 

John O. Smetham. 

Jonathan Scarth. 

Augustus Helder. 

Adolphus E. Church; Alex- 
ander M. White. 

Robert A. Pardoe. 

George Presswell. 

George Pridham. 

William B. Richardson. 

John Roscorla. 

James Watkins. 

Henry Brown. 

John He C. Coles. 

Thomas William Bilton; S. 
Camp. 

John Baker. 

Thomas Carr Lietch. 

John Wilson. 

John Vizard. 

John Ward, sen. 

William Lumb, jun. 

George G. Newman; Wil- 
liam D. Freshfield. 

John Lewis. 

Thomas Price Willis. 

William Henry Cotterill. 

Samuel Wise. 

Thomas Part. 

Edmund Lewis Hooper. 








COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
CHANCERY SrrTINGs. 
Trinity Term, 1868. 


LORD CHANCELLOR. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 
Friday, May 22.. App. pa ete A 
sitting — Her 
ee “ c { sets *s. Bthdy kpt. 
onday ...+25 
Tuesday .. 26} Appeals. 
Wednesday. ‘27. Petitions & Apps. 
Thursday ..28,.App.mtns, & apps. 
Friday ....29 
Saturday ..30 
Monday, une Appeals. 
Tuesday .... 
Wednesday a 
le ag mtns. & apps, 


ed H Appeals. 


°$ 
Wednesday... he. Petitions & apps. 
Thursday ..11..App.mtns. & apps. 
Friday .+e012..Appeals. 
N.B.—Such days as his Lordship 
shall be engaged in the House 
of Lords are excepted. 
MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
Chancery-lane. 
Friday, May? Sem B gen. — 
o ing — Her 
Saturday +023 28 [y's Bthdy. kpt. 
seniee »~ 
"38 General paper. 
27 


Thursday .. ‘98; - Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....29..General paper. 


Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..30{ adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
es 
Tuesday General Paper. 
Weluetey . 3 
Thursday .. 4,.Mtns. & gen. papr. 
Friday .... 5..General paper. 
Ptns., sht. caus., 
Saturday .. of aa sums., and 
gen. pa. 
Monday ; 
Tuesday .. General paper. 
Wednesday, “10 


Thursday ..11,.Mtns. & gen. pa, 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Friday ....12 4 adj. sums. -» and 
general paper. 
N.B.—Unopposed petitions must be 
presented and copies left with the 





Secretary, on or before the Thurs- 
day preceding the Saturday on 
which it is intended they should 
be heard; and any causes in- 
tended to be heard as short causes 
must be so marked at least one 
clear day before the same can be 


put in the paper to be so heard. 
LORDS JUSTICES. 
Lincoln's Inn, 

Friday, May22..App. mtns, & apps. 

Saturda: 93 § Nc ing — Her 
Vis Mjsty’s.Bthdy.kpt. 

Monday «...25 

Tuesday ....26 > Appeals, 


esday .27 

Thursday ..28..Appeal motions. 
Ptns. in lunacy, 

Friday ....29{ app. ptns., bk. 

apps, & app. mtns. 

Saturday 


Monday Jun} APD 
ps. from County 
Tuesday.... 2 se of Lanc. 


appeals 
eee : y. 
Thursday . em motions. 


Ptns. in lanacy, 
Friday .... app. ytns., bk. 
Saturday .. 6 


apps.& app. mtns. 


apps., & 
Notice.—The days (if any) on 
which the Lords Justices shal! be 
engaged in the Full Court, or at 
the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, are excepted, 
V. C, Stn JOHN STUART. 
Lincoln's Inn. 
Friday May22..Mtns. & causes. 


No sitting — Her 
Saturday «423 } ists “pt. 
Monday ....25 {Fein aus 
Tuesday .. 
Wednesday “37 | Causes. 
Thursday ..28..Mtns. and causes. 
Friday...... = - Petitions & causes. 
Saturday ..30.,Sht, causes & caus. 





Dr aL iN rei 
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Er bepered 4 aes Thursday ..11. weed & gen. - Arrer TERM, 

a Wp #9 le Fi mete — . Middl x. t, d ’ 
tonne" a 4.2 Motions & causes. 6 Any le ete to be | Saturday : aki i une 18 | Saturday — ye une 27 


Kriday .... 5..Petitiuns & causes. 
Saturday .. wae caus, & caus, 


«eee 9) Causes, 

‘Wednesday .10 

Thursday ..11..Mtns. and causes. 

Friday ....12..Ptns. & sht. caus, 

N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be 
‘so marked at least one clear day 
vefore the samecan be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 

No cause, motion for decree, or 
further consideration, except by 
order of the Court, may be 
marked to stand over, if it shall 
*be within twelve of the last cause 
-or matter in the printed paper of 
the day for hearing. 

Vv. C. SIR RICHARD MALINS, 
Lincoln’s Inn. 
‘Friday, May22. Cpe ~A sage Pa 
0 sitting — Her 

Saturday . .23 {ys-athay pt 

. Petns., sht. causes, 

‘Monday «++.25 i general paper. 

Tuesday ....26 

Wednesday..27 } General paper. 


‘Thursday ..28..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
‘Friday......29..Ptns. & gen. pa. 


‘Saturday ..30 fore causes and 


heard as. short. causes must be 
so marked at least one clear day 
before the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. Adjourned 
summonses will be heard as 
motions. 
V.C. Sin G. M. GIFFARD, 
Lincoln's Inn. 
Friday,‘ May22..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
pare ak No sitting — Her 
Y +**° | Misty’s,Bthdy.kpt. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Monday ....25{ adj. sums., and 
Tuesday ....26 aia want 
F coes 
Wednesday Yt General paper. 
Thursday ..28..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....29..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 


Saturday 20 a sums., and 
general paper. 

Monday,June 1 

Tuesday .... 2 > General paper. 

Wednesday . 3 

Thursday .. 4..Mtns. & gen. pa. 

Friday...+. 5,.General paper. 
Petns.,sht. causes, 

Saturday .. 6% adj. sums., & gen. 

: paper. 

Monday .... 8 


Monday,June 1 meee OM Wednesday’ "10 aia att 
“Monday, 
Weis 3} ate. | ae ll te 
Thursday .. 4°.Mtns. & gen. pa. Friday.«....12 {ad one and 
Friday...... 5..Petns. & gen. pa. genera: paper. 
Saturda 6 Short causes and | N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
wines loa paper. heard as short causes must be so 
Monday .... 8 marked at least one clear day 


before the same can be putin the 
paper to be so heard. 





Tuesday .... 9} General paper, 
Wednesday. .10 


we 


Noricz.—May, 1868. 

During the vacation all applications whichare of an urgent 
nature areto be'made to, orat the chambers of, the Vice-Chan- 
-cellor Sir Richard Malins. 

All applications ex parte are to be sent to the Vice-Chan- 
.cellor Malins by book-post, or parcel, prepared, accompanied 

with the brief of counsel, endorsed with the terms of the 
order applied for, and an envelope capable of receiving the 
papers to be returned, with sufficient stamps affixed thereon 
and addressed as follows:—‘‘To the Registrar in vacation, 
‘Registrar's Office, Chancery-lane, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions or writs of ne exeat regno, 
there must be sent, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
bill, a certificate of bill filed, and office copies of theaffidavits 
in support of the application. 

The papers se~t to the Vice-Chancellor with any order 
his Honour may make thereon, will be returned direct to 
the registrar, except as to such orders as may be made on 
Fridays and Saturdays, in which cases the papers will be 
returned to the solicitor, who will have to bespeak the order 
at the registrar's office on the Tuesday following. 

All applications for leave to give notice of motion only 
may be made to the chief clerk at chambers. 

The Vice-Chancellor’s address can be obtained at his 
Honour’s chambers, No. 3, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn. 

The chambers of the Vice-Chancellor Malins will be open 
-on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, and Fridays, during 
the vacation from eleven till one o’clock. 

The Whitsun vacation will commence on Monday, the 
ilth May, and terminate on Wednesday, the 20th May, both 
days inclusive. 

e Vice-Chancellor’s chambers will be open on the fol- 
lowing days—viz., 12th, 13th, 14th, 15th, 19th, and 20th, 
May, 1868, from eleven till one o’clock. 





QUEEN’S BENCH. 

Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London, before the 
Right Hon. Sir A. E. Cocksurn, Bart., Lord Chief Jus- 
tice of her Majesty’s Court of Queen’s Bench, in and after 
Trinity Term, 1868. 


In TERM. 

Middlesex. 
Monday ........0.000+ May 26 | Friday ............... June 5 
Monday ............06 June 1 


There will not be any sitting during Term in London. 


| 





The Court will sit at 10 o'clock every day. 

The causes in the list for each of the above sitting days 
in Term, if not disposed of on those days, will be tried by 
adjournment on the days following each of such sitting days, 





COMMON PLEAS. 

This Court will, on Tuesday, the 12th, and Wednesday, 
the 13th, days of May, inst., hold sittings, and will proceed 
in disposing of the cases standing in the special paper of this 
Court, and will also give judgment in the cases that will 
then be standing over for the consideration of the Court. 

May 8th, 1868. 

Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London, before the 
Right Hon. Sir WiLL1AM Bovitt, Knt., Lord Chief Justice 
of her Majesty’s Court of Common Pleas, at Westminster, 
in and after Trinity Term, 1868. 


In Term. 

Middlesex. 
Monday ......0 see... May 25 | Friday ...ccceeseesseees June § 
Monday  ........s.ss008 June 1 


The Court will not sit in London during Term, 
AFTER TERM, 


Middlesex. | L ; 
Saturday ............... June 13 | Saturday .............. June 27 


The Court will sit during and after Term at 10 o'clock. 





EXCHEQUER OF PLEAS. 

Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London, before the 
Right Hon. Sir Fitzroy Keuiy, Knt., Lord Chief 
Baron of her Majesty’s Court of Exchequer, in and after 
Trinity Term, 1868, : 


In Ter. 

Middlesex. 
Monday ...... sec May 25 | Monday .....+...0000.0une 8 
Wednesday .........June 3 


The Court will not sit in London during Term. 
AFTER TERM. 
Middlesex. | L ; 

Saturday ..........0+ June 13 | Thursday ............ June 25 
The Court will sit during and after Term at 10 o'clock. 
The Court will sit by adjournment from day to day until 

the causes entered for the respective sittings are disposed of, 








Vice-Chancellor Giffard has named Monday, the 25th, for 
the hearing of Edmunds vy. Brougham. 


Mr. ey Q.C., is mentioned as a probable Conservative 
candidate for East Worcestershire.— Western Morning News. 


MARRIED AND NoT MARRIED.—A Bill is passing through 
Parliament to remedy, as far as may be, in a particular instance, 
a blunder that ought no longer to be possible. A quarter of a 
century ago a chapel of ease was built and consecrated in a 
hamlet in the parish of ——, Glocestershire, and marri 
have been solemnized in this chapel apparently as a matter of 
course. It turns out that in supposing he could ly solemnize 
— because the chapel was consecrated the clergyman was, 
to use the e of the Bill, ‘‘ under an erroneousimpression’ 
Parliament does from time to time in these cases, as they come to 
light, the only think it can do after the event,—viz., a Bill 

e this now before it, declaring all the marriages valid: but it 
is to be hoped that the forthcoming report of the Marriage Law 
Commission will propose measures for putting an end to this 
scandal, and enable men and women to w for certain 
whether, when they go through the usual ceremonial at a church, 
they are really married, or whether they are liable to find out 
years afterwards, that the clergyman was “under an erroneous 
impression” when he solemnly pronounced them married. 
ae i Frampton Mansel Marriages Bill is the bill here 

uded to. 


Nune Pro Tunc,—A series of railroad cases, involving mile 
lions of dollars, has been lately occupying the time of a very 
eminent tribunal in the United States for several days. One 
great point in the controversy was the effect of a decree en 
nunc pro tunc ; in the consideration of which most of the learn- 
ing on that subject was discussed by the respective counsel. An 


eminent member of the Wisconsin bar, opposed to the effect as 
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sorted in behalf of a decree mune pro tunc set up, illustrated his 
argument by a case, which, as he said, had occurred a short 
time since in the town where he resided, the fast growing city of 
Milwaukie we judge, probable. A young couple wanted to be 
married, and went to a person who many years before, 
studied a-Jittie law, and was now expecting to be t successful 
candidate at an election to be held for the office of justice of the 
peace; but he was not as yet elected. The “ justice in ex- 
cy,” took the fee prescribed by Act of Assembly, and de- 
ivered to the parties a marriage certificate signed by him in form. 
He then addressed the parties : “ It is all right now; quite right. 
Go home and do as married people y do; and after IT am 
elected and get my commission, come back, and I will marry you 
nune pro tune.” narrator concluded with observing that the 
young couple did as they were told to do, but on coming back 
afterwards they found that the celebrator of the marriage 
failed in obtaining his election. —Pittsburgh Legal Journal. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quotation, May 8, 1868. 
(From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.) 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 94} Annuities, April, 785 12g 

Ditto for Account, June 4, 923 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

3 per Cent. Reduced, 9 £x Bills, £1000, per Ct.11 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 924 Ditto, £500, Do — pm 

Do. 33 per Cent., Jan, 794 Ditto, £100 & £200, 15 pm 

Do. 23 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 53 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’72 105} Ct. (last half-year) 245 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


India Stk., 103 p Ct.Apr.’74, 217 Ind. Enf. Pr., 5pC., Jan.’72 104 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May, °79 109 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, °80 115% Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 


Ditto for Account, — April, 64 — 
Ditto 4 per Caat., Oct. 88 1013 Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 1053 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000,22 pm 





Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 88}! Ditto, ditto, under £100, 22 pm 





RAILWAY STOCK. 





Shres. Railways. | Paid, |Closing Price 








Stock | Bristol and Exeter ......sccsssssessesseseneenees | 100 83 
Stock | Caledonian | 100 15g 





Stock | Glasgow and South-Western .... 














.| 

Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 5 33% 
Stock} Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 ......... 7s 
Stock | Great Northern 103 
Stock} Do., A Stock* | 10 97 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland) 100 96 
Stock | Great Western— Original ........ ecserscsences| 100 py 
Stock} Do., West Midland—Oxford... ... 3) 
Stock |  D0.,d0.—Newport «....0.sssseserseeee 1 30 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ............0.000+ 128, 
$tock | London, Brighton, and South “oast......) 100 5 
Stock | London,Chatham, and Dover...........00.| 100 ist 
Stock | London and North-Western........ sooo) 100 iM 






Stock | London and South-Western  .........s000 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln......... ~ 44 





























Stock | Midland 100 1074 
Stock | Do., Birmingham and Derby ..........| 100 78 
Stock | North British 100 34} 
Stock | North London 100 118 
10 10., 1866 11g 
Btock | North Staffordshire 100 58 
Stock | South Devon 100 45 
Stock | South-Eastern 100 743 
Stock | Taff Vale. 100 144 














* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 





Mongy Market AND City INTELLIGENCE. 


All the markets have exhibited more or less fluctuation this 
week. The ministerial crisis in England, the want of confi- 
dence exhibited on the Paris Bourse, and the anticipations of a 
rise in the bank rate of discount, all tended to consols, 
and alternately triumphed over or were srs ogee the strength 
of tone inherited from last week. Consols opened at rather a 
decline,and, at the latest advice, closed with a rally at 94 to 944, 
a final gaa being given by the non-alteration of the bank 
rate, which remains where it remained so long, at 2 per 
cent. The railway market has also fluctuated, the downward 


pest 9 ope in pathy with the Midland, which bh 
vourable anticipations coming meeting : 
it ultimately, however, rallied. Forel securities have varied 


much less than other investments. closing rally of the 


Lire AssuRANcE ComPpantes.—The following petition to the- 
House of Commons is bei b ts, 
and other citizens of Man ‘That, in the opinion of 
your oo confidence in life assurance associations. 
would be promoted, and their pen’ 4 increased, by the ica- 
tion of orm balance-sheets, ified by a statutory - 
tion to be deposited with some public i , and oper to 
the inspection of shareholders and policy-ho! . That life 
assurance associations are, in their nature, the opposite of specu- 
lations ; all the elements requisite to render them permanent and 
useful institutions prada known, and yet, notwithstanding - 
the] high position and undoubted stability of some of the older 
associations, the a term of existence of life offices is below 
that of the most unsound benefit societies. That your petitioners 
have heard with es and alarm that out of about 400 as- 
surance companies which have been established, only about 120 
now exist ; t one-half of these have been established during 
the last seven years; and that more than fifty companies are 
now. winding-up in c . That in some of these cases. 
decrees have been made which seriously decrease the value of 
the policies, although the ‘policy-hol have fulfilled their 
original contracts. That in several cases where the <n 
of policy risks to other offices has been sanctioned by the Vice- 
Chancellor, the purchasing companies themselves have afterwards 
per cece Chancery ; and there is good reason to fear that 
other cases ofthe same kind will occur, causing general reductionin 
the value and security of life policies. That this evil arises partly 
from the fact that weak companies do not. issue full statements of 
account to their shareholders and policy-holders, and so fre- 
quently change the form of the balance-sheet as to prevent com- 
parison from time to time; but chiefly from the fact that when 
transfers of business take place very large sums are frequently 
paid to negotiators, directors, and others, which are never in-. 
cluded in any published balance-sheet, nor accounted for in an 
way to the shareholders. That the provisions of the Joint Stock 
Companies Act do not apply to these transactions, and thus afford 
no check on eens Your petitioners therefore respectfully 
request your honourable House to appoint a select committee to 
inquire into the practices of life assurance companies, especially 
in regard to accounts, and to amalgamations or transfers of busi- 
ness; and to take such steps to protect the interests of the assured 

as may be deemed expedient.” 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT 


AT THE MART. 
April 23.—By Messrs, C. C. & T, Moors, 

Leasehold, 2 cottages, known as Henbury-cottages, White Horse-road, 
Croydon, producing £50 per annum; term, 57 years from 1858, at a 
peppercorm rent—Sold for £460. 

Freehold, 2 residences, known as Cornwall-villa, and Strathmore-villa, 
White Horse-road ; annual value, £50 each—Sold for £1,300. 

a la lr 20p of building land, fronting White Horse-road—Sold° 
for £780. 


April 29.—By Messrs. Catnnocr, Gatswontuy, & Cannock. 
Freehold, a small part copyhold, property, situate in the parishes of 
Marshfield and Celerne, Gloucestershire, known as The Rocks Estate, 
comprising about 839 acres of arable, meadow, pasture, and woodland, 
with noble mansion, park, farms, homesteads, water corn mill, public 
house, and several cottages, annual value, £1,700—Sold for £51,000. 
Absolute reversion to a sum of £20,000 4 per Cent. Debenture Stock, 
Great Eastern Railway, expectant on the decease of a lady aged 60 
years—Sold for £7,150. 
Life interest in possession to £20,000, invested on mortgage at 4 per 
ss, — during the life of a gentleman aged 77 years —Sold. 
for 4 
Life interest of a gentleman, aged 42 years, in the income arising from: 
£8,000 invested on mortgage at 4 per cent.—Sold for £3,500. 
Life interest of a gentleman, aged 42 years, in the income of £4,000, in- 
vested partly in a freehold estate at Thorpe, near Norwich, and the- 
remainder in Bank Stock—Sold for £1,*00. 
Life interest of a gentleman, aged 52 years, in the sum of £6,574 19s. 0d: 
Consols, expectant on the decease of his wife, aged 55 years—Sold for 


£500. 
Absolute reversion, expectant on the decease of a lady, aged 55 years, in 
a sum of £5,439 23. 6d. Consols, and In the proceeds of an estate at: 
Arley, Stafford, comprising a residence, cottages, and 102 acres, pro- 
ducing £300 per annum—Sold for £5,350. 
Life interest of a gentleman, aged 46 years, expectant on the decease of 
his wife, aged 40 years, in the income arising from trust moneys, at 
resent consisting of the following investments, viz :—160 + dead . 
tockton and Darlington Railway; 5.000dols, Pennsylvanian RP al 
Cents. ; 52,000dols. United States 10°40 Bonds; £17,000 Great an 
Peninsular Railway Debentures; £320 10s. 2d. New 3 per Cents., pro- 
ducing about £1,650 per annum —Sold for £2,100. 
Freehold premises, No. 29, King-street, Cheapside; let at £120 per 
annum—Sold for £1,260. 


May 4.—By Messrs, Witxtnson & Hosye, 


Freehold Ground Rent of £115 per annum, secured apes several houses 
and perten-groand situate in South Lambeth and Wheatsheaf-lanc: 
—Sold 


550. 
Freehold Ground Rent of £55 per annum, secured upon 6 residences, 
Nos. 96, 98, 109, 102, 104, and 106, Camberwell-road—Sold for £1,430. 
Freehold Ground Rents amounting to £56 per annum, arising from 22 
houses, Nos. 1 to 11, and 16 to 26, Chapel-place, Chapel-street, Clap-- 





fund has not been shared by the other markets, 





ham-road—So!ld for £1,340, 
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May 5,—By Messrs. Fanenroruge, Crark, & Co. 

Freehold Residential and Building Estate, comprising a mansion at 
Balham, with et pg ay pew grounds, and garden, and about 44 acres 
of Bry iy land ; 6 cottages, a pablic house and cottage, &c. 
_ for 

Leasehold, 3 Residences, Nos. 44 to 46, Cromwell-road, Upper Holloway, 
of the value of £81 per annum ; terms, 95 and 96 years unexpired, at 
£415 each per annum—Sold for £615. 

By Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, & Farmer. 

Freehold, 2 Residences, Nos. 1 & 2 Wellington-villas, Wanstead-road , 
fate | £73 per annum--Sold for £735. 

Leasehold Gro Rents amounting to £86 per annum, secured upon 
the Victoria Hotel, Falcon-road, and 8 houses in Ingrave- road, Clap- 
ham ; term, 99 years from 1850—Sold for £1,450. 

By Messrs. FosTer. 

Freehold Stabling, Nos, 3 & 3a, Mason’s Arms-yard, Maddox-street, 
Hanover-square, let at £57 15s. per annum—Sold for £300. 

Freehold, 2 Residences, situate in Upper Colney Hatch-lane, let on lease 
at £30 per annum—Sold for £1,000. 

Freehold House, Shop, and Plot of Land, situate at Muswell-hill, let on 
lease at £17 143. per annum—Sold for £470. 


By Mr. Cus, SmirH. 


Freehold resid sta! » paddock, outbuildings, and mea- 


, Stabling, orch 
land, 12 acres,—Sold for £1,800. 
By Messrs. Baker & Sons. 
Copyhold Estate, known as Nuptown Farm, Warfield, Berks, comprising 
ouse, homestead, and 59a lr 2pof meadow and arable land— 
Sold for £2,585. 


May 6.—By Messrs, Epwin, Fox, & BovsFriE.p, 
—— —— No. 120, New Cross-road, annual value £70.—Sold 
lor * 
By Messrs. Harps, Vavesan, & LerrcHi.p. 

Two undivided third parts of the Dickenson’s Bay, or Mackinnon’s 
estates in the parish of St. John, in the island of Antigua, containing 
771 acres—Sold for £1,550. 

By Messrs. Crawrer & Dearu. 

Freehold, 2 houses with 2 enclosures of land, containing 7a 3r 28p situ- 

ate at Enfield Highway, producing £70 per annum—Sold for £1,900. 
By Mr, Gro. Newman, 

Leasehold, 2 residences, Nos. 29 & 30, St. John’s Park-road North, 
type pee term, 83 years unexpired at £14 per annum.—Sold 

for £1,155. 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

BURNETT—On May 2, at Brightor, the wife of F. W. Burnett, Esq , 
Barrister-at-Law, of 54, St. George’s square, S.W., and Lincoln’s-inn, 
ofa son. 

FOSTER—On May 1, at 6, Caroline-place, Mecklenburgh-square, the 
wife of Thomas Gregory Foster, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a 
daughter, 

STRETTON—On April 19, at New Found Pool, Leicester, the wife of 

ibert Stretton, Esq., Solicitor, of a daughter, 

STURGES—On May 4, at 19, Durham-villas, Phillimore-gardens, the 
wife of Decimus Sturges, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

WOOLF—On May 5, at 33, Leinster-square, Hyde-park, the wife of 
David Woolf, Esq., of a daughter. 

WOTHERSPOON—On May 2, at 18, Blenheim-crescent, Notting-hill, 
the wife of C. Grey Wotherspoon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of the 
Middle Temple, and of the Scotch Bar, of a son, 

MARRIAGES, 

BEDFORD—DAVEY—On April 30, at St. Mark’s, Surbiton, Edward 
Heuslowe Bedford, Esq., Solicitor, of 9, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, 
to Lucy Catharine Davey, stepdaughter of F. M. Antonini, Esq., 
Prospect House, Surbiton, Surrey. 

BLOFELD—PARTRIDGE—On May 6, at Thorpe, near Norwich, 
Thomas Calthorpe Blofeld, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, son of the Rev. 
T.J - Blofeld, of Hoveton House, in the county of Norfolk, to Fanny 
Elizabeth, daughter of the late Rev. J. A. Partridge, rector of 
Baconsthorpe, in the same county. 

LEWIS—LANGFORD—On April 30, at the parish church of Stoke 
Damerel, Devon, Albert Calkin Lewis, Esq., Solicitor, of Farnival’s- 
inn, son of John Lewis, Esq., of Crescent-place, Mornington- 
crescent, London, to Frances Thomazine, daughter of Robert Kobin- 
son Langford, of Stoke Damerel. 

SNOW—HODGKINSON—On April 30, at Willesden, Harry Snow, Esq., 
Solicitor, of 40, Sager! Pree son of James Marr Snow, Esq., of 
Lineoln, to Emily, daughter of William Hodgkinson, Esq., of Bron- 
desbury-villas, Kilburn, 

DEATHS. 


ACLAND—On April 30, at Nice, Samuel Lawford Acland, Esq., Solici- 
tor, ol Bamahagt aged at é ye 

BARTLEY—On May 3, at his residence, Ne. 14, Denmark-terrace, 
Brighton, Charles Pitt Barsloy. Esq , Solicitor, of No. 30, Somerset- 
street, Portman-square, aged 76. 
BURCHELL-HERNE—On May 5, at Bushey Grange, Herts, Humphrey 
Harper Burchell-Herne, Esq., D.L., of the Middle Temple, aged 73, 
CHITTY—On May 4, in Blandford-square, Thomas Edward Chitty, 
Se tant of the Inner Temple, and Clerk of Assize 
of the Western Circuit, aged 41. 

ROBSON—On May 5, at his residence, No. 25, Prompton-square, Lon- 
don, vate Frogatt Robson, Esq., for many years Solicitor of the 

. r 

STEPHENS—Ono May 2, Caroline Hannah, the wife of Thomas Stephe: 
Esq., of 67, Thistie-crove, West Brompton, and 29, Boonies 
Strand, aged 55. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Minding-up of Point Stock Compantes. 
Frrpay, May 1, 1868, 
Limtrep In CHANCERY. 

Kirkstall Patent Axle Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls hasr 
by an order dated April 25, ordered that the above company be wound 
up. Torr & Co, furd-row, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Westminster Mining Company (Limited).—Vice-Chanceilor Stuart hus, 
by an order dated April 17, ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
the above company be continued. Snell, George-st, Mansion-house, 
solicitor for the petitioners. 

TvueEspay, May 5, 1868. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Herefordshire Steam Cultivating, Thrashing, and General Implement 
Company (Limited),—The Master of the Rolls has, by an order dated 
April 18, ordered that the above company be wound up. Anderson & 
Stanford, Gt James-st, Bedford-row, solicitors for the petitioners. 

London and Westminster Co-operative Stores (Limited).—Creditors are 
required, on or before June 1, to send their names and addresses, and 
the patriculars of their debts or claims, to Ralph Thomas, 1, Powis-pl, 
Queen-sq, Friday, June 12, at 12,is appointed for hearing and ad- 
judicating upon the debts and claims. 

Movre, McQueen, and Company (Limited).—Tke Master of the Rolls has,. 
by an order dated Feb 8, appointed William Agnew, Waterloo-pl, 
Richard Lloyd, Cannon-st, Thomas Miller McLean, Haymarket, and 
Lewis Pocock, Gower-st, to be official liquidators. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

South Essex Estuary and Recl tion Company.—Vice-Chancellor 
Malins has, by an order dated April 24, ordered that the above com- 
pany bs wound up. Western & Sons, Gt James-st, Bedford-row, soli- 
citors for the petitioner. 

STANNABIES OF CoRNWALL. 

Crowan and Wendron Tin and Copper Mining Company (Limited),— 
Petition for winding up, presented April 25, directed to be heard be- 
fore the Vice-Warden, at the Prince’s-hall, Truro, on Wednesday, May 
20, at 12. Affidavits intended to be used at the hearing, in opposition 
to the petition, must be filed at the Registrar's office, Truro, on or 
before May 16, and notice: thereot must, at the same time, be given 
to the petitioner or his solicitor or agents. Roberts, ‘I'ruro, solicitor to 
the petitioner, 


Friendly Societies Dissolbed. 
Fripay, May 5, 1868. 

Friendly Society, Baptist Chapel, Sunningdale, Berks, April 27. 
Hibernian Friends, Ship Tavern, Long-lane, Bermondsey. April 27. 
Lapidaries Mutual Gift Society, White Horse Tavern, Theoba.d'’s-rd, 

Queen’s-sq, April 27. 
Tradesmen’s Provident Society, Red Lion-inn, Buckingham. April 27, 

: Tugspay, May 2, 1868. 

Foresters Society, Whissonsett, Norfolk. April 30. 
Gardener’s Provident Friendly Society, Queen-inn, Stoke-upon-Trent, 

Stafford. May 1. 


Creditors under Estates tn Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farpay, May 1, 1868. 

Cottam, John, Boston, Lincoln, General Dealer. June 2, Hansard v 
Cottam, V.C. Stuart. ¥ 

Davies, Geo Horatio, Oaken Gates, Salop, Mining Bailiff. May 25. 
Davies v Davies, M. R. : 

Hardcastle, John, Lloyd’s Coffeehouse, Underwriter. May 22. Finla-- 
son v Tatlock, M. R. 

Jones, Richd, Lawns, South Norwood, Gent. May 30. Jones v Jones, 
V.C, Giffard. : 

Lindsey, John, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Brewer. May 2g. Lindsey v 
Lindsey, V.C. Malins. 

Mackenzie, Charles Walters, Cuttack, Bengal, Esq. June 1. Drum- 
mond v Oakes, M. R. 

Meynell, Fras, Fordingbridge, Southampton, Esq. May 22, Meynell 
v Meynell, V.C. Malins. 

Rudgard, Fras, Bunker’s-hill, Lincoln, Farmer. May 25. Rudgard 
wv Nock, V.C. Malins. 

ers) — West Wickham, Kent. May 22. Seabrook v Leonard, 

Ga ns. 

Thompson, Martha, Dudley, Worcester, Spinster. June 10. Under- 

hill » Underhill, V.C. Stuart. 


Tvuespay, May 5, 1866. 
ww Thos, Leck Frith, Stafford, Farmer. May 27. Brown v Shaw, 
.C, 8. 
Powell, ve Hy, Upper Park-p], Pawnbroker. May 30. Tomkins v 


) M. R. 

Walsh, Jonathan, Kendal, Westmorland, Gent. June 1. Mason v 
Birkbeck, M, R. 

Whitear, Hy, Cheriton, Southampton, Yeoman. June 1. Fullagar v 
Mopeine, V.C, Stuart. 

Wi son, Marlow Watts, Uley, Gloucester, Rector. June 10. Green. 
v Wilkinson, V.C. Stuart. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Wict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, May 1, 1868. , 
ee Jas, Nantwich, Chester, Gent. June 24. Etches, Nant— 


wii 

Brown, Edwin Chas, High Holborn, Baker. June 3. Puddicombe,. 
Farnival’s-inn. 

em Francis, York, Mahogany Merchant. May 30. Calvert, 
() 


or John Loake, Griffe, Warwick, Gent. June 24. Dewes & Burgess,, 


Godfrey, Catherine Bell, Snaresbrook, Essex, Widow, May 30, Baker & 
Key, Cloak-lane. 
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qlorrex, Jane, Eriswell, Suffolk, Widow. June 1. Isaacson & Son, 
Idenhall. 

out Wm, New Brentford, Harness Maker. June 30. Woodbridge & 
Sons, Clifford’s-inn. 

Lawson, Mary Anne, ed Nottingham, Widow. May 23. Stenton 
& Townsend, Southwell. 

ioyd, Hy Thos, Long Acre, Carriage Spring Maker. May 21. Litch- 
field & pariee, t Pecpents ee. Temple. 

Mead, John, Somerset, Hotel Keeper. June 20, Foster, Wells. 

Middleton, Thos Falkner Nenagh, a Tip rary, Ireland, Gent. June 1, 
Barber, ur-st East, b 

“Ord, John Hy, Gravesend, Kent, Gent. June 12. Sutton & Ommanney, 


Fora — “Hugh Percy, Grand Hotel, Paris, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
dane, Suet Oonae Fowl Cotes, Lancaster, Gent, July 1. Holland, 
anche Ledbury, Hereford, Widow. June 24. Masefield & 
moon se "aloleethagapten, Stafford, Decorater. June 24. Gough, 


Wolver! pton. 

Winstone, EdwinFredk, High-st, Kensington, Licensed Victualler. 
May 31. Tatton, Lower Phillimore-pl, Kensington. 

‘Worters, Eliz, Thoydon G arnon, Essex, Spinster. May 18. Haycock, 
College-hill. 


Tuespay, May 5, 1868, 

Allen, Wm, Belgrave Mews East, Belgrave-sq, Licensed Victualler. May 
$0. Cronin, Southampton-row, Bloomsbury 

Blair, Thos Arthur Richd, Milbourne, St aediew, Dorset, Clerk. June 
3. Smith, Blanford. 

ag mg Thos, Elm-ct, Temple, Gent. June 12. Bolton, Elm-ct, 
Tem 

Baier, wher J Joseph Christopher, Clifton, Bristol, Clerk. July 1, 
Taddy, Bristo! 

Clarke. Jas, RR Stafford, Innkeeper. July 24. Walker. 

Cramphorn, Anne, Spencer-villas, Croydon, Widow. June 13, Hellard 
& Son, Portsmouth. 

Fowler, Sarah Jane, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. Aug |. Young & Jack- 
son, Essex~st, Strand. 

Holloway, Thos, Hanway-st, Marylebone, Music Seller. July3l. Hep- 
burn & Son, Bird-in-hand-ct. 

Horwood, Geo Robt, Elizabeth-st, Pimlico, Fruiterer. June 6. Cornford, 
Elm-ct, Temple. 

Hatt, Geo Edwd, Alma-rd, Friern Barnet, Gent, Janel. Pritchard & 
Sous, Gt Knight Rider-st. 

Ingham, Jane, Halifax, Yorks, Widow. June 13, Robson & Suter, 

ifax. 

Joyner, John Eaton, West Thurrock, Essex, Farmer, June 24, Sur- 
ridge & Hunt, Romford. 
Livick, John, Penrith, Cumberland, Grocer. June24. Jam 

Mahony, Dr Montagu Martin, Walpole-st, Chelsea, June 2. Dixon, 
Bedford-row. 

— Jonathan, Plymouth, Devon, Carpenter. Augl. Rooker & 
Co, l’lymouth, 

Peche, Rev Geo, Dover, Kent, Clerk. June 16. Knocker, Dover. 

Preston, Thos John, Richmond-ter, Clapham-rd, Clerk, June 1. Bil- 
ton, C-leman-st. 

Teather, Elizabeth, Davenham, Cheshire, Widow. June 13. North- 
wich, Cheshire. 

Webber, Richd, sen, Highbickington, Devon, Yeoman. May 31, 
Bideford. 


Buse, 


Oreds registered pursuant to Bankruytey Act, 1861. 
Fray, May 1, 1868. 


Atkins, Chas, Birm, Boot Maker. April7. Asst. Reg April 30. 
my, S Chas, Fenchurch-st, Tea Broker. April 28. Comp, Reg 
Apr 
pialtaca. Wn, Manch, Tobaccanist. April6. Asst, Reg April 22. 
Bullock, Wm, North Shields, Northumberland, Boot Maker. April il. 
Comp. Reg April 29. 
C.apewell, Geo, Coventry, Boot Maker. April2. Comp. Reg April 29. 
Davis, Geo, Carmarthen, Tailor. April 14, Comp. Reg May 1. 
Davis, Robt, Chenies-mews, Toate Artists’ Colour Manu- 
facturer. April 30. Comp. Reg 
Dixon, Geo, Mulberry-pl, Upper Shaclesst, Goswell-rd, Trimming 
Manafacturer. April 8. oir, Reg Ap ril 30. 
Comp. Reg 


i, gore Camberwell-rd, Clerk. April 27. 
pri 
Eavwste Joseph, Manch, Comm Agent. 
Apri 
vans, Thos, Pentonville-rd, Draper. March 31. Comp. Reg April 27. 
April 29 
Forster, John Godley, ye a Durham, Coal Merchant. 
Godfrey, Wah am 
Reg Ma 
April 15 
Asst. Rez April 29. 
Hall, John Edwd, er Ot, eee Boot Manufacturer. 
my te anete Manch, Bates , ere 
ril 
llewite, Robt, ye aay ata Wandsworth-common, Builder. April 
15. Comp. Reg May 
April 2. Asst 
Reg April 3 
April 29 
Holbrook, Wm Chas, Aldershot, Hants, Grocer. April 20, Comp. Reg 
April 29. Comp, 
iieg May 1. 
Jackson, Wm, Key-st, Sittingbourne, Kent, Cattle Dealer, April 16, 


Apr 
April 28, Comp. Reg 
Fisher, Saml, High st, Peckham, Fishmonger. April8. Comp. Reg 
April 25. Comp. og AD 
Colchester, Essex, Corn Dealer, April9, Comp, 
yl 
Gore, Thos Wilson, New Whittington. Derby, Builder. 
April 25. Comp. Apr 
Cinac April 23, Comp. Reg 
Tlitchcock, 1 eines Sc dnciiiet. Sussex, Grocer. 
— Alfred, Gloucester, Tallow Chandler, April6. Comp. Reg 
May | 
Holmes, i Highfields, Stafford, Engineer. April2. Comp. Reg 
129 
dari}, en Lower Thames-st, Store Dealer. 
Comp. Reg May 1. 











577 
er sgudwd, Bristol, Forage’ Dealer. April 24. Comp. Reg 
Jenking Chas, Lodway, Somerset, Grocer. April 2. Asst. Reg 


Jo! Bw! am Lpool, Grocer. April 27. Comp. Reg May 1. 

Jones, Thos, Cainham, Salop, Miller. April3. Asst. Reg “April 30. 

Latics, Alex Leonard, Waterloo-pl, Wine Merchant. April 24. Comp. 

gz 1. 

a Godfrey, Folkestone, Kent, Builder. Jan 4. Asst. Reg 
Ap 

lanier. Wm 

Comp. Reg May 

Marlow. Jas, Portsea, Louthasptin; Cattle Dealer. April 25. Asst. 

Maryon, Geo John, Church-st, Spitalfields, Appraiser. April 27. 
Comp. Reg April 29. 

Maxwell, Thos, Waterfoot, Lancaster, Plumber. April2. Asst. Reg 
April 29. 

MeNaul, Eliz, Manch. Aprill7. Asst. April 30, 

Meet. I Danl, Bedmond, Hertford, Yeoman. April 25. Comp. Reg 
Comp. Reg May !. 

Mitchell, = Oldtam, Lancaster, Cotten Spinner. Aprill8. Comp. 

Mess, Thos, “Rochdale, Lancaster, Draper. 

Morton, John Fell, Nottingham, Printer. April 21. 

Moss, Res Eredk, Ipswich, Suffolk, Innkeeper. April 153. 


Comp. Reg 

Asst. Reg 
pri 

Mamfora, , Jas, jan, Wells-st, Hackney, Greengrocer. April 2, Comp. 


Reg Apri 
Nanivel, Chas Hy, Linkinhorne, Cornwall, Miller. March 31, Asst. 
8. 


Nix, anos John, New North-rd, Commercial Clerk, April 22. Comp. 


Reg A pril 
be) ete Glambroke, Stafford, Innkeeper. April24. Comp. Reg 


mare Soe. Lpool, Butcher. April 20. Comp. Reg April 28. 

ee Oaken-gates, Salop, Draper. Aprill, Comp. Reg 
PD 

Frias, Oe Nag Wickham, Southampton, Builder, April 23. Comp. Reg 
pri 

Padi, Win John, Bull-lane, Stepney, Rope Manufacturer. April 24 

Comp. Reg April 30. 

_ Deters Craven-st, Strand, Agent. March 31. Comp. Reg 

Rall Boitidien Theodore, Lpool, Merchant. ate 29. Asst. Reg 
ay 


Sandloid, Taos, Coventry; Gréew; April 11. mp. Reg April 30. 
Reading, \ (Thos, Caterham, Surrey, Baker. Apc 4. Comp. Reg 


Ap 
Richmond, Wm, Sheffield, Carver, April3. Asst. Reg April 29, 
a Saml, Salford, Lancaster, Engineer. April 24. Asst. Reg 


Pp 
Riley, Hy, & ies Coa Sheffield, Tool Manufacturers. April 2. 


Comp. Reg Ap 
Roden, Wm Thos, Birm, Artist. April 29. Comp. Reg Ma: 


Roe, Wale. Maple-rd, Penge, Commercial Clerk. April 7 ‘Comp. 
pril 29. 
bey —, Francis, Old Kent-rd, Baker. April 30. Inspectorship, Reg 
P 
Scott, Thes Wallett, Menino. Newington-green, Cheesemonger, 
April 13. Comp. Reg April 
—- David, Moxley, Safford, Iron Master. April4. Comp. Reg 
= leombe, John, Bristol, Cabinet Maker, March 11, Comp. Reg 
Smith, Ai eee Wethered, Birm, Milliner. April 27, Comp. 
smi, “Thos Jones, — ‘lane, Whitechapel, Patentee, April 27. 
mp. 
yor a Oldbury, Worcester, Retail Brewer. April 21. Comp. 
pri 
Stevens, v. eaten Clerkenwell, Cab Driver. April 28. 
mp. 
Stooke, Albert, bent, Mddern idderminster, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. April 
13. Asst. Reg May !. 
Ss? Queen’s-rd, Dalston, out of business. April 2. Comp. 
g April 30 
hohe Hy, Moseley, Worcester,Comm Agent. April 24. Comp. 
g May 1. 
Thompers. Eliz, Oakerthorpe, Derby, Widow. April 29. Comp. Reg 
‘ay 1. 
Wopert, Chas, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Printer. March 31. Comp. Reg 
pril . 
Wallis, John, Wrexham, Denbigh, Provisicn Dealer, April 28. Comp. 
Reg April 30. 
Winetonat. Mary, Rhyl, Flint, Hotel-keeper, April27. Asst. Reg 
P 
Wright, Wm, Dean ‘sides, West India-rd, Oil Merchant. April 24, 


Asst. Reg April 30 
TuEsparY, May 5, 1868. 
Aarons Perry, Addle-st, Wood-st, Cheapside, Clothier. May 1. Comp. 
Reg 
Adana, Job, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Draper. April 22. Comp. 
la 
Ambridge. Chas, & Saml Rowley, Myrtle-st, Hoxton, Stationers. 
1. Comp. Reg May 2. 
—_—r Mary, Basnataple, Devon, Confectioner, Aprill7. Asst. Reg 


ay 5 
Anderson, Wm Walter, & Hy Clarke, y aeaataae Blackfriars-rd, 
Milliners. April 17, ‘Comp. Reg May 4, 


—e Richmond, Surrey, Watchmaker. April 22. Comp. Reg 
Brownrigg, BMlasegnetene, Westbourne-pk, | Major. 

Reg May !. 
Maslen, Michael, Devizes, Wilts, Baker. April 4. Asst. Reg Agee ot 29, 
McLoughlin, Wm, Manch, Bookbinder. April8. Comp. Reg April 30. 
uiahr¢ Geo, & Peal Miall, Portsea, Southampton, Plumbers. April9. 

Reg April 2 
April 6. Comp. Reg 

pri 


May 
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ag Philip, Holyrood House, Twickenham, Gent..May 4. Comp. 
Reg May 5 
— Hy, Middlesbrough, York, Grocer. April 9. Asst. Reg 
chants. May 1. Comp. Reg M 
‘Baron, Geo Wm, Blackburn, Teanaster, Auctioneer. April 6, Asst, 
Batty, Geo, Finsbury-pavement, Pickle Warehouseman. May 4. Comp. 
Reg 
en, Hy, Peland-st, Oxford-st, Carmafi. May 1. Comp, Reg 
Draper. April6. Asst. May 
Bowman, = Hy, | Walton-o6-Thomase, Draper. April 24. Asst. 
Brand, Thos Monatt, South Shields, Durham, Builder. April7, Asst. 
Brown, my eines 3 Jeweller. May 1. Comp. Reg May 5. 
Bulkeley, Richd Lewis oe Williams, Beaumoris, Anglesey, Esq. 
ee: Chas, Frimley- seat, Surrey, Farmer. May 1. Comp. Reg 
lay 4 
carte, Beni, Blisworth, Northampton, Innkeeper. April 4. Comp. 
Clark, Andrew, Kennington-pk-rd, Gent. April 25. 
May 4. 
Cole, Harry, Gt Warley, Essex, Grocer. April 30. Comp. Reg 
Gemp. Keg May 2. 
‘Cotton, Jone Fovant, Wilts, Mealman. April 80. Comp. Reg 
Cree, Geo Truscott, ramen rd, Clapton, Warehouseman, April 16. 
Dale, Albert, Geel, Durham, Draper. 
May 2. 
Davis, ~ eee Kingston-upon-Hull, Optician. April8. Comp. 
iy 
Dawson, “4 Gelder, Pontefract, York, General Dealer. April 7. Asst 
Reg May 
— Overton, Southampton, Yeoman. April17. Comp. 
iy 
ee Wm Hy, Manch, Oil Merchant. April 29. Comp. is 
25. Comp. Reg May 4. 
Fox, George, Euston-rd, Builder. Aprii27. Comp. Reg May 4. 
May 
pa. bo Douglas Chas, Santa, Bloomsbury, Auctioneer. April 6. 


[578 
Ashmore, Thos, & George ae Lyall, Lpool, African Mere 
Reg May 2. 
Biggarstaff, Roht, yg Lancaster, Travelling 
Reg May 
eg May 2. 
—. ae Eagle-pl, West Ham-lane, Comm Broker. :May 4. 
May 4. Comp. Reg May 
& 
Comp. Reg 
May 5, 
comnsh, ~ ar aga Cinderford, Gloucester, Flour Dealer. May 1. 
May 4. 
Comp. Reg May 
April 7. Asst. Reg 
Reg Ma: 
Demness, ny, Torquay, Devon, Grocer. April7. Asst. Reg May 4 
Fowler, John Stokes, may nr Brighton, Livery Stable Keeper. April 
Raitt Kank, Sunderland, Durham, Widow. Aprill0. Comp. Reg 
Inspectorship. Reg Ma: 


er Percival Hy, ‘Clapheta-pk-rd, Surveyor. April29. Comp. Reg 
coach, + By. Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Builder. April 22. Asst. Reg 
ay 
an 9 Thos, Swan Village, Stafford, Grocer. April 21. Asst. Reg 
y 
os Deni, j jun, Talbot-villas, Willesden, Printer. April 20. Asst. 
eg May 4 
Green, John, tated Commercial-rd, Mercantile Clerk. April 6. 
Comp. Reg May 
=" alice, Lpool, Pawnbroker. April 16. Comp. Reg 
May 4. 


May 
Hicks, Sam!, Derby, Clothier. April23. Comp. Reg 
= Lae Wm, Kingston-upon-Haull, Baker. April 30. Comp. Reg 


aie, Caleb Joshua, Broadstairs, Kent, Builder, April 21, Comp. 
7, ee Amis hill, Southampton, Brewer. April 8. Comp 
ine, S Geo, Jnn Menai, Nottingham, Draper. April 28, Comp. 
et ~y +f Kennington-pk-rd, Schoolmaster. April 24. Comp. Reg 
Hyams, Jacob, Reteow-pl, Whitechapel, Coal Dealer. April 23 
Comp. Reg May 2. 

sophia, Wn, High-st, Hampstead, Baker. April 15. Asst. Reg 
Jaq, Js John. je, Stanwix, Carlisle, no occupation. April 29. Comp. 
Mackay, Wm, Hackney-rd, Clerk. Aprill7. Asst. Reg May 4. 

wry} Cornelias, Gt Saffolk-st, uthwark, Iron Bedstead Maker. 
ag ag 8 ‘anthony, Nantwich, Chester, Beer Retailer. April 21, 
— Thos, Attercliffe, nr Sheffield, Grocer. April 15. Comp. Reg 
Middleton, Robt Dale, Hill Top, York, Farmer. April 6. Asst. Reg 
oa _Chastopher, es Durham, Chemical Mtnufacturer. 
a= 2 Wm, Reddkens oreester, Innkeeper, April 16. Comp. Reg 
ae Hulme, Lancaster, Ironmonger, April 8. Asst. 
Norris, Jas, Watford, Herts, Grocer. April 17. Comp. 


meme 5. 
Nunn, Ww, Coventry, Grocer. April 15, Comp. May 4. 
x i W m, Water End, Oxford, Chair Turner. April30. Comp. Reg 
i) _— Robt, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. April 28. Comp. 


Priestley, Joueph, Bradford, York, Coal Merchant. April 9, Agst. 
Keg May 4. 





—_- pn og May 2. Hugh-st, Eccleston.sq, Pimlico, Writer. April 
n, Y Sates, Bootmaker. April 4. Reg 

richards atidian Parton, Wilts, Carpenter. April8. Asst, Reg 
Robson, Bryce, Sevinton Bridge, York, Grocer. April 12. Asst. Reg 
wena, Cirencester, Gloucester, Surgeon. Aprill7. Asst. Reg 
snertoo’, Wm Hy, Elm Tree-rd, 8t John’s-wood, M.D. May 2. Comp. 
Sibley, ey 1 Joseph, York-grove, Peckham, Surveyor. May4. Comp, 
Simmonds, Wm, Rutland-st, Pimlico, Smith. April 25. Comp. Reg 
ih, Hy, Coaley, Gloucester, Beerseller. April 4. Cony, 


wala Jas Baby Norwich, Builder. April 21. Asst. Reg May 4. 
—_ _ Devenold, Bedminster, Bristol, Carpenter. May 2. 
mp. 
ward, Fras, Batley, York, Rag Merchant. April 4. Comp. Reg 
A 
ani arham, Chas, Tunstall, Stafford, Ironmonger. April!7. Comp. Reg 


we, Benj, & Edwd Whitmarsh, + oer: Zrated Water Manu- 
facturers. April9. Asst. Reg May 5. 
Wilding, John, Birm, Jeweller. April8. Asst. Reg May 5, 


Comp. 


Reg 


View. HL Chas, Lawrence-lane, Commercial Traveller, May 1. 
m0: Reg 
Williams, ‘ie Rictendeeniians Somerset, Innholder. April 16, 
Com 
Witte viva, Fritvenden, Kent, Grocer. April Gi, Asst. Reg 
May 4 
Bankruypts. 
Farpay, May 1, 1868, 
To Surrender in London. 
Auiomarett, B Demetrious, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj April 21. 
June 3 at 
— Fras, Mill-hill, Hendon, Carman. Adj April 21. June 3 
12. 
Bainbridge, John Peacock, Fercy-circus, Accountant. Pet April 25, 


June 1 at 12. Marshall, Lincoin’s-inn-fields. 

Baker, Thos, South Bridge- “pl, Coptecn, | Labourer. Pet April 37. June 
latl, Pittman, Guildball-chambe: 

Barrett, Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet sont 25 (for pau). 
Brougham. June! at 12. Popham, Basinghall-st 

Barrett, Wm, New Brompton, Kent, Carman. Pet April : 8. Murray. 
May 26 at 12. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Bartlett, Richd, Prisoner for Debt, London. -~ April 27 (for pau). 


Pepys. May 15 at 12. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 
= renal for Debt, London. Adj April 21. June 3 


bird, J fas Webb, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj April 21. Pepys. May 


pase, ohn Aina Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj April21. Pepys. 
May 19 at 

Bulbrook, Chas, New cae. Wood Carver. Pet soe 25. Pepys. 
May 15 at 12. Davis & Co, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-s' 

~~ Geo, Keppel-st, -_— & Wm Doel, = gel Chelsea, 


uilders, Pet Aris 27, Murray. May 26at1l. Deane & Chubb, 
‘oath. 8q, Gray’s-in: 
Cnt: > Prisoner'for Debt, London. Adj April 21. Pepys. 


Ma; 
Dias A hen Cehintenet, oe hens Schoolmaster. Pet April 29. 
. May 19 at 12. Scott, Basinghall-st. 
poak Alfred, & Geo Hy Williams, , Fonluy. Jewellers. Pet April 27. 
May 26 at 11. Walls, Walbroo 
Ajj April 21. 


be 
Duerdoth, Joseph John, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
June 3 at 12. 
wey John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj April 21, Roche. June 
Edmonds, Jas Cobb, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj April2l. June 
Faraborong®, A — Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj April 21. 
cited ‘athanil, Piladen for Debt, London. Adj April 21. June 


Gashawk Chas ead Elijah, tg for Debt, London. Pet April 27. 
June 1 at 1. ht, Chancery-lane. 

Gow, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, vot Pet April 27 (for pau). Pepys. 
May 15 sammie. 2. —- Basinghall-s 

Grace, iene m, Surrey, ees Pet Agee 29. Pepys. May 
9 a at sr 2 Co, Adelaide-p!, London-bri 

Pet April 28, 


Hardy, frst ers Huntingdon, Farmer. 
May 19at11. Cox & Sons, Cloak-lane. 

Hebb, Won, Haichan-p, New heen Agent. Pet April 28. Pepys. May 
W5at2. Lewis & Co, Basinghall-s 

Hemming , Geo Putiand, New Deeah Paper Mache Mauufacturer. 


Pet April 29, June 1 ‘at 2. » Welbeck-st. 
ba yi Wa, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj April 21. Pepys. May 


15 atl 
Pet April 


Hoskin, Wm, Nelson-ter, Trafalgar-rd, Dalston, Plumber. 
29. June 3 at2. Steadman, London-wall. 
Irlande, Emile Joseph, Effra-rd, Brixton, Agent. Pet April2z9. Mur- 
26 at 12, xon, In’s-inn-fiel 


ray. 
ome, § Geo Coulson, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj April 21. June 


atl 
Kiernan, Michael, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet April 28 (for pan). 
Junesat 1. G frey, Basinghall-st. wt 
iy, ¥ Wm a a Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj April 21. Pepys. 
ay | 
King, Fg Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj April 21. Jane 3 at 1. 
Kingeman, Alfred, Strand, Tailor. Pet April 28. Murray. May 15 at 12- 
Easton, Danes-inn, Strand. 


Pepys. 


McCabe, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj April 21. 


June 3 at I. 











sss rae ere ea 


: Hotledge, edge, Robt, Southam 
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Cc 
, Geo, Noble-st, St Luke, Iron Founder. Pet ty 27. Pepys: 
aay 15 ab 13 Semha Shame a ear joe oe Pet April 27 
re ry, eer. F 
at at 12. Msvorte, Meceuate ;. : 
Maudlin, Phillip, Upper Caldiccte, Beiford, Beer Retailer. Pet April 27. 
June 1 atl. Crossfield -lane 
Moate, Albert, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj April 21. Pepys. May 
15 a 
PR John Molntyre, Gloucester-ter, Queen’s-gate, Glass Dealer. Pet 
April 24. Pepys. May 15at12. Lewis, Gt eee Paget = 
Mavell, Wm, High-st, Poplar, Beer-house t April 27 27. 
Pepys. May 15 at 13. Brown, Weaver’s-hall, #3. 
Mtzou, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj April 21. Pepys. May 
19 at 11. 
Pardoe, Wm, Crawford-st, Marylebone, ont of business. Pet April 29. 
Puente. May 26 at 12. Peverley, Coleman-st. 
bier rec , Alfred, Strand, Painter. Pet April 29. Jane 1 at 2. Angell, 


Bedford-row. 

Payne, David, & Wm Payne, Waterloo-rd, out of business. Pet April 
29, Marray. May 26 atl. Hicks, Orchard-st, Portman-sq. 

Payne, Fredk Cardinal, Shirley, Southampton, out et ma Pet 
April 28, June t at 2. Duffield & Bruty, Tokenhouse-yard. 

Peatchcott, Sam!, Whateley-ter, East Dalwich, Builder. Pet “April 20. 
June 3 at 2. —— Guildhall-yard. 

Poulsem, Geo, a ’s-rd, Bermondsey, out of business, Pet 
April 27. Murray. 26 atl. Nind, Basinghail-st, 

se ig Thos, P: heaet’ r Debt, London. Adj April 21. Pepys. May 
15 


Reed, tieo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj April2l. June 3 atl. 
Segenbern, Jonas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj April2!. June 


Pd i, Wm John, Bethnal-green-rd, Grocer. Pet April 27. June! at J. 
Marshall, Lincoln's-inn-fields. 
Strutt, Chas Jas, Hambleton-ter, Mostyn-rd, epost Aaa 
Pet Ap ril29. Murray. May 26 at Cooke, New Broad-st. 


White, onsen, St Losnard’s-0n-Sea, ‘out of pasteses. Pet April 28, 
Murray. May 26 at1%. Morris, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 
Wood, Robt, Darlington.ter, Harrow-rd, Stone m. Pet April 27. 


Murray. May 26atl!. Hicks, Orchard-st, Portman-sq. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Adams, Robt, Cromford, Derby, Saddler. Pet Dec ll. Hubbersty. 
Wirksworth, May 15 at 11. Newbold, Matlock Bath. 

— Robt, Stretton Hill Side, Derby Beerhouse Keeper. Pet April 
23. Hubbersty. Alfreton, May Sat 12, Walker, Belper. 

Amsden, Alfred, St Alban’s, Hertford, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Pet 
April 1 34. Simpson. St Alban’s, May i3 at Il. Annesley, St 
Alban’s, 

Armoar, Hy, Worcester, Cabinet Maker. Pet April 27. Tudor, Birm, 
May 15at 12. Tree, Worcester. 

Baggs, Jas, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Tailor. Pet April 28. Langley. Cardiff, 
May 19atli. Morgan, Cardiff. 

Bailey, Edwd, Sunderland, Durham, Brass Founder. Pet April 28. 

Gibson. Newcastle-u n-Tyne, May 15 at 11.30, 

Beet, Joseph Ashton, Blackburn, Lancaster, out of business. Pet 
April 27. Bolton, Blackburn, May 18 at 1. Clough & Polding, 
Blackburn. 

Bnggs, Edwd Wm, Ryde, Hants, General Dealer. Pet April25. New- 

port, May 16 at 12. Urry, Ventnor. 

Bennett, Mary Ann, & John Thos Bonnett, Coleorton, Leicester, Far- 
mers. Pet April27. Tudor. Birm, May 19 atii. Dewes, Asby- 
de-la-Zouch. 

Br: ong ih Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj April 21, Lpool, 

ay 13 at 1 

Brookes, thos, Oldbury, Worcester, Machinist. Pet April 27. Wat- 
son, Oldbury, May 15 at 12. Shakespeare, O Oldbury, 

Brown, Cornelius, Fazeley, Stafford, Plumber. Pet April 23. Tudor. 
Kirm, May 18 at 12, Hodgson & Son, Birm. 

Bryant, John, Bampton, Oxford, Schoolmaster. Pet April 23. Witney, 
May 12at1.15. Bullen, Bampton. 

Bull, Thos, Bristol, Steam Towing L hapa, Pet April 27. Harley. 
Bristol, ag Aine at 12. Beckingham. 

Burch, Wm, age oe out of business. Pet April 29, Manch, 
May’ Hat'll.” Potter & Knight, Manch. 

Cadman, Joseph, Ramsgate, Kent, Dealer in Wood. Adj April 20. 
Snowden. be” ta May ll attl. Gibson, Margate. 

Caivert, Geo, Roc! Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Pet April 29. 
Macrae. Manch, May | at 11.. Marsland & Addleshaw, Manch. 

Carr, Hy Lascelles, Tranmere, Chester, Reporter. Pet April 27. Lpool, 
May ?2.at 11, Bee ag Birkenhead. 

Davies, Edwd, Hirwain, Brecknock, mee. Pet April 24. Rees 
Aberdare, May 32 atll. Rosser, A’ 

Davi pce) Brynflynon-yn-Llanarmon-ra-ya, Deabigh, Mine Agent, 

Yet April Lpool, May 13at12. Evans & Co, 

Dowson’ Be ieiees New Brighton, Soom, oe Dealer. Pet April 16, 
(tor pau), Wason, Birkenhead, May 8 

Day, dy, eee, Suffolk, Hardle Maker. * Pet April 29. Pretyman. 
Ipswich, May 14 at 11. Jennings, Ipswich, 

Dixon, Hy, Nottingham, Dealer inCoal. Pet April?8. Tudor. Birm, 
May 19at 11. Belk, Nottingham. 

Elgee, Edwd Pease, Durham, Bank Clerk. Pet April 28, Gibson. 
ae Tyne, May 15 at 12.30. Scaife & Brittan, Newcastle- 
upon- dd 
Gale, Saml, Jpocl, Boarding-house Keeper. Pet April 28. Hime. 

Lpool, Upool, May 1 t 3. Osa py Lpool. 


Garside, John, Sheffie , Cattle Dealer. Pet April 29. Wake. 
Sheffield, ay ny Set 13 at rm woe & Son, Sheffield. 

George, Thi wansea, Glamorgan, Painter. Pet April 27, Morris. 
Swansea, nay 18 13 + ob 3. eutmuute Ferryside. 

Grinter, Jas Farn Dorset, Jeweller. Pet April 98. 
Temple. Brid wt Mine seen 12. Day. 

Newer, Jas, Sou mpton, ae Builder, Pet April 29. Thorndike. 
southampton, May 18 at 12, , Southampton 

— Jas Illingworth, we tby, York, SS Smemablann Pet 


April28. Buchannan, Whitby, May 13 atl. Breckon. 
mn, Hotelkeeper, Pet April 28, Thorndike. 


0, 18atl2. Mackey, Southam 
Hunter, cna Hob Paral, Sunderland, Durham, Bulder, r. Pet April 28. 
Sunderland, May 20 at 2, Steel, Sunderland, 





Se Orns Ceres ere, Sahat Pet April 28, Cisilgote:. 
Truro, May 12 at ft. & Paull, Traro. 

Johnson, ‘4 Treorchi, Glamorgan, ‘Stonemason. = April 27. 

Jones, Elizabeth, og , EL organ. 
ones, za r. PetA ril 27. M : 
Neath, May Il'as 1, Field, Swansea, “ 

Jones, Thos ugh, Mold, Flint, Confectioner. Pet April 2. Eyton, Mold 


- May 18 at 10. tt, Mold. 
thn John, Prisoner for Debt, Walton. Adj April 20. Fase ; 


Leaf, "ay Richardson, Bradford, Beerseller. Pet April 28. Bradford, 
May 12at9.15. Green, Bradford. 
Lees, Richd Harvey, Warwiek, Journeyman road aa Pet April 
28, Hill. Birm, May 20 at 12. Hodgson & Son, Birm. 
Lidstone, Geo, Churchstow, Devon, Innkeeper. Pet April25, Square. 
Kingsbridge, May 8 at 11. Davies 
Marsden, Wm, Manch, n Builder. Pet April 27. Kay. Manch, 
May 19 at 9.30. Nuttall, Manch. 
Mason, Edwin, Crich Common, Derby, Attorney’s Clerk. Pet April. 
25. Hubbersty. Alfreton, May 8at ll. Smith, De: 
Minter, ge aon Suffolk, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet April 28. 
FR -— ae ich, May 13abll. Hill, Ipswich. 
ES) , Butcher’s Knife Manufacturer, Pet April 28, 
wveke. Optio, in 13 atl. Sugg. 
Ollerton, Thos, Wigan, Lancaster, Auctioneer. Pet April £7. Macrae. 
Orrell, W' ne y Aba r bpoe batahene Pe 1 28. 
re! m, Gt nr 1, Bu! t Apri Lpool, May- 
red, at 3.30. Barker, Lpoo . " * 
Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj April 21. Hulton, 
Pihailore, May 16 at 930, Hodgson, Manch. 
Press, Wm, Falford, York, Coal Dealer. Pet April28. Perkins. York, 
May 14 at 11. Mann, York. 
Pye, ‘m Hy, Intake Farm, nr Doncaster, out of business. Pet April 
Leeds, May 20 at 12. Woodhead, Don 
Rood, . Smethwick, Stafford, Chemist. Pet ‘April 27. Watson. 
heey va gt nt 15at}1l. Shakespeare, Oldbu’ nog © 
Rice, Jas Edwd, Bury, Lancaster, a orker. Pet April 29. 
Grandy. Bury, May 15 at 9. Anderton, Bary, 
Shutz, Hy, Swansea, Glamorgan, Toman Victualler. Pet April 28. 
Morris. Swansea, May 13 at2. Morris, Swansea. 
Sissons, Hy, Horncastle, Lincoln, Fishmonger, er Avett 2a. 
Clitherow. page ard 11 atl, Adcock, Horncast! 
Smith, Edwd Rufus, Lincoln, Licensed Victualler. Pet Kpril 27. 
Uppleby. Lincoln, May 14atll. Rex, Lincoln. 
merset, Chas, Sheffield, Pen Blade Grinder. Pet April3). Wake. 
Sheffield, May 15 atl, Binney & Son, Sheffield. 
» Egham, Sarrey, Tailor, Pet “April 27. Gregory. Chertscy,. 
May 15 at 1. Grazeboor & Paine, Chertsey. 
Stephens, Jas, Cardiff, Beerhonse Keeper. Pet April 28. Langley. 
Cardiff, May 19at}1. Raby, Cardiff. 
Taylor, John, Royton, Lancaster, Journeyman Brickla, ol Pet April 
28. Tweedale. Oldham, May 13 at 12. Ascroft, 
Turner, Robt, Brierley-hill, Stafford, Grocer. Pet April 28. Hill. Birm, 
May |3ati2, James & Griffin, Birm. 
Vickers Arthur, Audlem, Chester, Farmer. Pet April 27. Jones. 
Whitchurch. May 20 at 10. Brooke, Nantwich, 
Ward, John, York, Dealer in Cigars. Pet April 29. Phillips. Kingsten-. 
wall “Hull, May 12 at i. eS York, 
i, Lanzley, Hilton, De . Coal & Meal Merchant. Pet April 25. 
Hubbersty. Barton- —_— mt, May 13at!. Smith by- 
Walten, Richd, Bristol, out of business, Pet April 27. Harley. 1 Bristol, 
May 22 at 12. Benson & Elletson. 
Westbrook, Chas, Littlehampton, Sussex, Journeyman owe 
Pet April 27. Holmes. Arundel, May ‘16 at 11.30. Philip, Listle- 


hampton. 

Westren, Alfced, Prisover for Lg Devon. Pet April 30. Exeter, May 
14at 11.30. Willesford, Exete 

Wp Wm, Mase soe York, Joiner. Pet April28. Leeds, May 

atll. 

Winterbottom, Dhan, Holbeck, Leeds, Overlooker. Pet April 27. 
Marshall. Leeds, May 14 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Yoxali, Edwd, Burslem, Staffo: a ge Pet April27, Hill. Birm, 
May ‘iS at 12. Rowlands, Birm, 


Torspar, May 5, 13968. 
To Surrender in London. 


Abenheim. Hy, Emil Abenheim, & Leopold Abenheim, Red Lion-sq,. 
Merchants. Pet May 1. Pepys. May 19 att. Abrahams, 0! 


Jewry. 

Alston Wm, Glemsford, Suffolk, Brewer. Pet May 1. May 19 at 1. 
Clark, Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Beeston, Frank Summer, Wolsey-rd, Stoke Newington, Clerk. Pet April 
29. May 19at12. Lawrence & Co, Old Jewry. 

Bigns, Sarah Kirkham, Crane-grove, Holloway, Schoolmistress. Pet. 

30. Murray. May 26at1. Mullens, enchureh-st. 
Phe Saml, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet April 30 (for pau). Broug-- 
° June 3 at 2. Popham, Basingha!|-st. 

Cooke, Matthew, Acton-st, a 's-inn-rd, Organist. Pet May 1. June- 
8atll. Lindus, Cheapsi 

Dibbens, Fras, Ryde, Isle of of wiigh Boot Dealer. Pet May 1. June & 
atl. Sole & Co, Al 

—_—- Chas, Charles-s! my woth Builder. Pet May 1. Reche. May 

27 at 12. phe ny G urch-st 

Gillbee, eee —_- Barby, Northampton, Farmer. Pet April 30. 
Roche. oe 8 ati2, Rushworth, Staple-inn, Hol! 
Holman, Edwd Walter, Fi —y Bry t, Fitzroy-ag , Pianofore Manufacturer. 
Pet May 2. Roche.. May 27 at 12, Pitman, Upper Stamford-st. 
Lobb, Harry Wm, Sackville-st, met ate rgeon. Pet April 28. June 
at 2. a King’s 
Lyons, David M oe St iaions Comm Agent. Pet May I. 
June 8 at 11. ‘abun 

Miller, aay Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet April 30(forpan). May 
19at }. Hicks, Orchard-st, Portaman- 

Moore, Hy, Penton-pl, uanheeeaned Assistant to a pC D 
Pet hy AS Pepys. May 19 at. Dobie, 

m, wae London, Pot ape a0. annie May 

26 at 1. Sorrell, Gt Tower-st. ee 
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Palmer, Wm Hy, Polygraphic Hall, King William-st, Prestidigitateur. 


A ae Pepys. May 19 at 11. Dubois & Co, Church-passage, 


Gresham-s 
Rouch, Isaac abiinih, Stanstead, Kent,Coal Merchant. Pet May 2. 
May 19 at 2. Marton, Barge-yard-c -cham 
Shaw, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet April 29 (for pau). Roche. 
ES) Joma abt spot Crete h pied. Ship Broker. Pet May 1 
mi! y Hubert, Crosby-sq, Bishops; ip er. yl. 
June 8 at 12. Snell, George-st, Mansion House. 
Smith, Wm Hy, Crosby-sq, Bishopsgate-st, Ship Broker. Pet May 2. 
June 8 at 12. Snell, George-st, Mansion House. 
Stoner, Fras Wm, Vineent-sa, Westminster, Clerk. Pet May 2. Murray. 
May 26 ati. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry. 
Tyler, Wm, Park-st, Park-rd, Peckham, i Pet May 2. Pepys. 
May 19 ati. Wilkinson, Guildhall-chambers. 
bee By. — ford, Essex, out of onma Pet April29. Pepys. 
May 19 Marshall, Lincoln-inn-fields. 
= Wn, 3 Slivrston,Northampton, Pablican. Pet April 30. June 3 
2. Reed &Co, Gresham-s 


Weod. Chas, Bearstead, Kent, Carpenter. Pet 1, . Mayl9 
at2. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. _ ee 1 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Ashford, John, Birm, Stamper. Pet April 23. Hill. Birm, May 20 at 

12. Webb & Spencer, Birm. 
Atkinson, Thos, Northallerton, big! A yi Pet May 2. Leeds, 


May 10 at 11. tg 
Barnsley, Hy, Prisoner for pn byes dena. Adj Feb 12. Walker. 
Dudley, May 16 at 12. 
Bradbury, John, Everton, nr Lpool, Fg tener a Pet 
May 1, Hime. Lonol, May 29 at 330. Bremner, yo ~y 
i bi Lpool, Draper. Pet April 25. Lpool, May 18 at 11. 
'yrer, 
Caldicott, Teneces, Bristol, seme, oo Pet Feb12. Wilde. Bristol, 
May 15 at ll, King & Plumber, B I. 
Clatworthy, Francis, Exeter, Licensed ‘Victualler. Pet April 27. Exeter, 
May 15 atl. Flond, Exeter. 
Cleminson, John, Hanslet, nr Leeds, out of business. Pet April 30. 
Marshall. Leeds. May ‘ol at 12 ‘Harle , Leeds. 
Coward, Wm, Sheffield, Table Knife Grinder. Pat May 1. Rogers. 
Sheffield, May 15 at 1. snag. Sheffield. 
Davies, Thos Wm, Neath ene a Schoolmaster. Pet May 2. 
Bristol, May 16 at 11. , Bristol. 
Davies, Thos, Tunstall, sistora, A Btn Pet April30. Challinor. 
Hanley, Jane6ati!. Salt, Tunstall. 
Donglas, Wm, Everton, Lpool, Grocer. Pet April 30. Hime. Lpool, 
May 19 at 3. Beliringer, Lpool. 
Damville, Peter, Manch, Licensed Victualler. Pet May 2. Kay. Manch, 
Fielding. Jas Be ag oy 9 Dealer. Pet May 1. Lpool, M 
ielding. Jas Burrows, Lpool, Cotton ler. Pet Ma pool, May 
18 at 12. Richardson, Manch. J 
Fletcher, John, Lepton, nr Haddersfield, Gardner. Pet April 21. Jones. 
Hadderafield, May 15 at 10. Sykes, ‘Huddersfield. 
rdner, Thos, Bitteswell, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. Pet May !. 
Gates, Lutterworth, May 21 at 12, Owston, Leicester. 
Gibson, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Pet April 30. Lpool, 
May !8atll. Evans & Co, Lpool. 
Griffths, Griffich, Swansea, Glamorgan, Labourer. Pet May 2. Morgan. 
Neath, May 19 at ll. Morris, Swansea. 
Hales, Wm, Tilbrook, Bedford, Innkeeper. Pet a Hawkins. 
Thrapston, May 13 at 11, Richardson, Thrapston 
Hallewell, Saml, Leicester, Manager to a Woolstapler. Pet April 30. 
Tudor. Birm, May 19 at il. Griffiths & ees Birm. 
Hardy, John, & Geo Horsfall, Rochdale, Lancaster, "Dyers. Pet May 
2. Macrae. Manch, May '9at 12. Standring, Rochdale. 
Harris, Edwd, & Wm Harris, Folkestone, Kent, Tailors. ae May 1. 
Brockman. Folkestone, May 18 at 3. Minter, Folkestor 
Hole, John, Shepton Mallet, en Builder. Pet April "20. Wells, 
May 16at 12. Hobbs & Seal 
Holden, Wm, St Helen’s, _ ald Manufacturing Chemist. Pet 
wane ril27, Lpool, May 18 at 12. Evans & Co, 
nd, Wm, Hulme, be ery Grocer. Pet April 30. Hulton. Sal- 
as May 16 at 9:40. Mann, Manch. 
Jewitt, Robt, Corbridge Mill, Northamberland, out of business. Pet 
May |. Newcastle-upen-Tyne, May 15 at 12, Harle & Co, New- 
castie-upon- Tyne. 


Johnson, Saml, & Jas Johnson, Dudley, Worcester, Vice Makers. Pet 
April 30.. Walker. Dudley, May 15 at 12. Warmington, Dud 
Key, Jolin, Birm, ont ¢ of business. Pet May 1. Guest. Birm, May 5 

at ‘arry, 

Key, Wm Drake, Lincola, Chemical Manipulator. Pet April 30. 
Uppleby. Lincoln, May ‘16 at 1. Toynbee & Larken, Lincoln, 
Lang, Richd, Tonyrefail, Glamorgan, Grocer. Pet May 1. Spickett, 

Pontyprid, May 16at12. Thomas, Pontyprid. 


Maxwell, Alfred, Birm, Hair Dresser. Pet April 22. Guest. Birm, 
May 15 at 10. East, Birm 
Mell, Geo, Boston, Lincoln, ee: Pet April 30. Staniland. 
ton, 


20 at 10. Bean. 
Muggleton, alentine, Birm, ont of business. Pet May 2. Guest. 
Birm, May 15 at 16. Sargent, Biem. 
Hezios, Joon, Holbeach, Leeds, ont of business. Pet April 30. Mar- 


shall. peg Ses en at 2, Pollan, ° 
Newton, sepa. Dot worth, York, Insurance Soest: Pet April 30. 
Macrae. May \5at ii. Gardner, Man 
Reino, 9 sara Eteozer for Debt, Lancaster. nay March 18. Lpool, 
ay 1 


Robinson, Nate, She rear peta ened Pet May 1. Gregory. 


Sadleir, Wm Ralph, Rainford, Lancaster, Manufacturing 
Chemist. Pet April27. Lpool, May 18 at 12. Evans & Co, Lpool. 
Scanlon, Timothy, Linkinhorne, Cornwall, Innkeeper. Pet April 30. 
neg beg at12. Sanders & Cereb, Ranier? 
Staley, ¥rank, Manch, ae ap Pet May 1, Kay. Maneh, 
May 19 968.20. Leigh, Manch 
Doers York, Assistant to a Glase Fesiee. Pet 
Ap wield York, Anstotont to 9, Sykes, Luacer - 
Taylor, Chas, Brewood, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet April 3). 
Brown. Wolverhampton, May rP) at 12, Torner. 


+ Se 








y, Thos, ene York, Flax Scutcher. 
sty 13 a 1. Kell, Wi 
Thomson, Peter, Towlaw, Dalen, Innkeeper. Pet April30, Bates. 
Wolsingham, a 18at10. Dolphin, Wolsingham. 
Tiltman, John, Shoreham, Sussex, Mariner. Pet May 1. Eversked, 
Brighton, May 19 at 11. Runnacles, Brighton. 
Townend, Edwin, Halifax, York, Boiler Coverer, Pet April 13. Ran- 
kin. Halifex, May 15 at 10. Jubb, Halifax. 
—_ Martin, Stratferd-upon-Aven, Warwick, Butcher. Pet Aprit 
Tudor. Birm, May 18 at 12. Hodgson & Son, Birm 
Walton, Robt, Newcastle-npon-Tyne, out of business, Pet April 28. 
Clayton. gS May . at 10. Hoyle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
Waring, Joseph, N te, York, Cooper. Pet April 30. Nelson; 
Dewsbury, May 21 at 3. Scholes & Brearey, Dewsbury. 
Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Gloucester. Pet April 20 (for pan), 
Wilton. Gloucester, May 16 at 12. Taynton, Gloucester, 


Wilson, Thos Stoner, Leeda, Horse Slaughterer. Pet May 1. -Marshal!;. 
Leeds, May 21 at 12. Granger & Son, Leeds. 
"ae Wm ae Totnes, Devon, Butcher. Pet Muy 4. Bryett. 
20 at 12. Edmonds, Totnes. 
Woodherse,, os, Norwich, Spring a Pet May 2. Palmer. 
Norwich. May 18atll. Sadd, Norw: 
Wordsley, David Thos. Kingswinford. ‘Statora, Regine Fitter. Pet 
May 2. Harward. Stourbridge, May 22 at 








yesH A, LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
7, CLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
onidiivsii are vo invitga to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Prc-- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 
P Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following- 
orm:— 


Date...... 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor’ 

Amount required £ 

Time or mode of repayment (i. 6 
annual or other 
Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land ur build~ 
ngs, state the net annual income) 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the: 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 

By order of the Board, 


F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. ~ 


LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 

HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 83. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Patent 
Dish ef ne handlesto take off, 18s, setofsix. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
is, 6d, set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s.*he set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s.6d.; Coal Scuttles,2s.6d. A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 years, 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., 16s., and 18s, per dozen. White Bone Knives 
one Forks, 8s. 9d. and 12s.; "Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s, All war- 


PxvrosaL ror Loan on MortGaces. 


-» whether for a term certutn, ar by 





anted. 
ae the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 

chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices: {Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmor- 
gery, &c. Maybe had ‘gratis or post free, Every article marked fn plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
Lg corn for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 

r 
7 RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 236, STRAND, LONDON, 

Opposite Somerset Housa. 





| Fr JOURNAL for SALE, a bargain.—New and 


Old Series, with Statutes, &c., from 1832 to 1866, 45 Vols. half- 
bound calf.—. Re to Mr. Baxcuam, 34, 8 
Chancery-lanc, 


pes 
Bu, 








OF COMPLAINT and ANSWERS, 
YATES & ALEXANDER, PRINTERS. 


OF COMPLAINT and ANSWERS. 
SPECIAL TERMS FOR CASH. 


OF COMPLAINT and ANSWERS. 
A LARGE DISCOUNT FOR CASH. 


ILLS OF COMPLAINT and ANSWERS. 
At a Lower Charge than hitherto offered by the Trade. 


ILLS OF COMPLAINT and ANSWERS. 
25 COPIES, 5s, 6d, PER PAGE, CREDIT PRICE. 


ILLS OF COMPLAINT and ANSWERS. 
FOR CASH, 4s, 6d, PER PAGE. 


ILLS OF COMPLAINT and ANSWERS. 
PRINTED yor tus TRADE awn LAW STATIONERS. 


Bus OF COMPLAINT. | Price for, Credit 
B96 nD Oe os, ADM. Od, | ADA Gd, BN OO Bde 


TES AND ALEXANDER 


























LAW, PARLIAMENTARY, ann GENERAL PRINTERS, 
7, Symond’s-inn, and Church Passage, Chancery Lane, KU, 


Pet May 4. Leeds, 








BeK eres 





